



5rR ^i|t: 9rTf?ft sm«5T anpT^ift 
Lai Bahadur Shastri Academy 
of Administration 

n'^ 

MUSSOORIE 
jRr^rr^pi 
LIBRARY 1 

3r»f #««rT 

Class No .ISClS. 

GL1C 

Book No .JbaX.;. FAL 


GL 190.9 
FAL 




100845 

LBSNAA 













HISTORY OF 


MODERN PHILOSOPHY 

From Nicof.as of Cl'sa to the Present Time 


BY 

PICHARD FALCKENBERG 

Prolcssor of Philosophy in the University of Erlangen 


THIRD AMERICAN FROM THE SECOND GERMAN EDITION 


TRANSLATED WITH THE AUTHOK’S SANCTION BY 

A. C. ARMSTRONG, Jr. 

Professor of Philosophy in Wesleyan University 


PROGRESSIVE PUBLISHERS 
37 C(>Ilege Street : : Calcutta 12 



Copyright, 1893 

BY 

Henry Holt & Co. 


Publication Right in India 

BY 

PROGRESSIVE PUBLISHERS 


First Impression 1953 


Published by S. K. Basu for Progressive Publishers, 37, College 
Street, Calcutta -12, and Printed by -B. N. Bose at the Bose Press, 
* • 30,-Brojo Mitter Xah(^ Gatouha 9. 



TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE 


The aim of this translation is the same as that of the 
original work. Each is the outcome of experience in uni¬ 
versity instruction in philosophy, and is intended to furnish 
a manual wliich shall he at once scientihc and popular, one 
to stand midway between the exhaustive expositions of the 
larger histories and the meager sketches of the compen- 
diums. A pupil of Kuno Fischer, Fortlage, J. E. Erdmann, 
Lotze, and Eucken among others, Professor Falckenberg 
began his career as Docent in the university of Jena. In the 
year following the first edition of this work he became £.t'- 
traordinarius in the same university, and in 1888 Ordinarius 
at Erlangen, choosing the latter call in preference to an 
invitation to Dorpat as successor to Teichmiiller. The 
chair at Erlangen he still holds. His work as teacher and 
author has Ijcen chiefly in the history of modern philosophy, 
besides the present work and numerous minor articles, he 
has published the following: Ueber den intelligiblen Char- 
akter, snr Kritik der Kantischen Frciheitslehre, 1879; 
Crundzilge der Philosophie des Nicolaus Cnsamts, 1880-81; 
and Ueber die gegenwdrtige Lage der deutschen Philosophie, 
1890 (inaugural address at Erlangen). Since 1884-5 Pro¬ 
fessor Falckenberg has also been an editor of the Zeitschrijt 
fur Philosophie und philosophische Kritik, until 1888 in 
association with Krohn, and after the latter’s death, alone. 
At present he has in hand a treatise on Lotze for a German 
series analogous to Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics, 
which is to be issued under his direction. Professor Flacken- 
berg’s general philosophical position may be described as that 
of moderate idealism. His historical method is strictly 
objective, the aim being a free reproduction of the systems 
discussed, as far as possible in their original terminology 
and historical connection, and without the intrusion of per¬ 
sonal criticism. 

The translation has been made from the second German 
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edition (1892), with still later additions and corrections 
communicated by the author in manuscrij)!. The translator 
has followed the original faithfully but not slavishly. He 
has not felt free to modify Professor Flackeiiberg’s exposi¬ 
tions, even in the rare cases where his own opinions would 
have led him to dissent, but minor changes ha\ e been made 
wherever needed to fit the hook for the use of English- 
speaking students, "riuis a few alterations have l)een made 
in dates and titles, chiefly under Ihe Englisli systems and 
from the latest authorities; and a few notes added in eluci¬ 
dation of portions of the text, 'thus again the balance of 
the bibliograidiy has been somewhat changed, including 
transfers from text (o notes and zicc versa and a few 
omissions, besides the introduction of a numl)er of titles 
from our Englisli philosophical literature chosen on the plan 
referred to in the preface to the first German edition. The 
glossary of terms foreign to the German reader has been re¬ 
placed by a revision and expansion of the index, with the 
analyses of the glossary as a basis. Wherever possible, and 
this has been true in all important cases, the changes have 
been indicated by the usual signs. 

The translator has further rewritten Cliaj>ter XV., Section 
3, on recent iJritish and American Philosophy. In this so 
much of the author's (hisUmical) stand}>oint and treatment 
as proved compatible with the aim of a manual in English 
has been retained, but the section as a whole has been re¬ 
arranged and much enlarged. 

The labor of translation has lieen lightened by the exam¬ 
ple of previous writers, esi>ecially of the translators of the 
standard treatises of Uel)ervveg and Erdmann. The thanks 
of the translator are also due to several friends who have 
kindly aided him liy advice or assistance: in particular to 
his friend and former pupil, Mr. C. M. Child, M.S., who par- 
ticij>ated in the preparation of a portion of the translation; 
and above all to Professor Falckenberg himself, who, by his 
willing sanction of the work and his co-operation through¬ 
out its progress, has given a striking example of scholarly 
courtesy. 

A. C. A., Jn 

PFeslByan University, June, 1893. , 



PREFACE TO THE FIRST GERMAN 
EDITION 


Since the apj)earance of Eduard Zeller's Grundriss der 
GcschicJite dcr griechischen Philosophie (1883; 3d cd. 1889) 
the need has become even more apparent than before for 
a presentation of the history of modern philosophy which 
should l)e correspondingly compact and correspondingly 
available fur purj^oses of instruction. It would have been 
ail ambitious undertaking to attempt to supply a counter¬ 
part to the compendium of this honored scholar, with its 
clear and simple summation of the results of his much 
admired five volumes on Greek philosophy; and it has been 
only in regard to practical utility and careful consideration 
of the needs of students—concerning which we have en¬ 
joyed opportunity for gaining accurate information in the 
review exercises regularly held in this university—that we 
have ventured to hope that we might not fall too far 
short of his example. 

The predominantly practical aim of this History —it is 
intended to serve as an aid in introductory work, in re¬ 
viewing, and as a substitute for dictations in academical 
lectures, as well as to be a guide for the wider circle of 
cultivated readers—^lias enjoined self-restraint in the de¬ 
velopment of personal view^s and the limitation of critical 
reflections in favor of objective presentation. It is only 
now and then that critical hints have been given. In the 
discussion of phenomena of minor importance it has been 
impossible to avoid the oratio obliqua of exposition; but, 
wherever practicable, we have let the philosophers them¬ 
selves develop their doctrines and reasons, not so much by 
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literal quotations from their works, as by free, condensed 
reproductions of their leading ideas. If the principiant 
view of the forces which control the history of philosophy, 
and of the progress of modern philosophy, expressed in the 
Introduction and in the Retrospect at the end of the book, 
have not been everywhere verilied in detail from the his¬ 
torical facts, this is due in part to the limits, in part to the 
pedagogical aim, of the work. Thus, in particular, more 
space has for pedagogical reasons been devoted to the 
“ psychological ” explanation of systems, as being more 
popular, than in our opinion its intrinsic importance would 
entitle it to demand. To satisfy every one in the choice 
of subjects and in the extent of the discussion is im¬ 
possible; but our hope is that those who would have pre¬ 
ferred a guide of thi.s sort to be entirely different will not 
prove too numerous. In the classiiication of movement‘s 
and schools, and in the arrangement of the contents of the 
various systems, it has not been our aim to deviate at all 
hazards from previous accounts; and as little to leave un¬ 
utilized the benefits accruing to later comers from the dis¬ 
tinguished achievements of earlier workers in the field. In 
particular we acknowledge with gratitude the assistance 
derived from the renewed study of the works on the sub¬ 
ject by Kuno Kischcr, J. E. Erdmann, Zeller, Windelband, 
Ueberweg-Ileinze, Hanns, Lange, Vorlander, and Piinjer. 

The motive which induced us to take up the present work 
was the perception that there was lacking a text-book in the 
history of modern philosophy, which, more comprehensive, 
thorough, and precise than the sketches of Schwegler and 
his successors, should stand between the fine but detailed 
exposition of Windelband, and the substantial but--because 
of the division of the text into paragraphs and notes and 
the interpolation of pages of bibliographical references— 
rather dry outline of Ueberweg. While the former refrains 
from all references to the literature of the subject and the 
latter includes far too many, at least for purposes of instruc¬ 
tion, and J. B. Meyer’s Leitjaden (1882) is in general con¬ 
fined to biographical and bibliographical notices; we have 
mentioned, in the text or the notes and with the greatest 
possible regard for the progress of the exposition, both the 
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chief works of the philosophers themselves and some of the 
treatises concerning them. 'JThe principles which have 
guided us in these selections—to include only the more 
valuable works and those best adapted for students’ read¬ 
ing, and further to refer as far as possible to the most 
recent works—-will hardly be in danger of criticism. But 
we shall not dispute the prol)ability that many a book 
worthy of mention may have been overlooked. 

The explanation of a number of philosophical terms, 
which has been added as an appendix at the suggestion of 
the publishers, deals almost entirely with foreign expressions 
and gives the preference to the designations of fundamental 
movements. It is arranged, as far as possible, so that it 
may be used as a subject-index. 


ItNA, December 23, 1885. 



PREFACE TO THE SECOND GERMAN 
EDITION 


The majority of the alterations and additions in this 
new edition are in the first chapter and the last two; no 
departure from the general character of the exposition has 
seemed to me necessary. I desire to return my sincere 
thanks for the suggestions which have come to me alike 
from public critiques and private communications. In some 
cases contradictory requests have conflicted—thus, on the 
(jne hand, I have been urged to expand, on the other, to cut 
down the sections on German idealism, especially those on 
Hegel—and here I confess my inability to meet both de¬ 
mands. Among the reviews, that by B. Erdmann in tlie 
first volume of the Archiv ji\r Geschichte der Philosophic, 
and, among the suggestions made by letter, those of H. 
Heussler, have been of especial value. Since others com¬ 
monly see defects more clearly than one’s self, it will be very 
welcome if I can have my desire continually to make this 
History more useful supported by farther suggestions from 
the circle of its readers. In case it continues to enjoy the 
favor of teachers and students, these will receive conscien¬ 
tious consideration. 

For the sake of those who may complain of too much 
matter, I may remark that the difficulty can easily be 
avoided by passing over Chapters I., V. (§§ 1-3), VT., VIII., 
XII., XV., and XVI. 

Professor A. C. Armstrong, Jr., is preparing an English 
translation. My earnest thanks are due to Mr. Karl Nie¬ 
mann of Charlottenburg for his kind participation in the 
labor of proof-reading. R.F. 


Erlangen, June, 11, 1892. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Tn no other dei)artnient is a thorough knowledge of his¬ 
tory so important as in philosophy. Like historical science 
in general, philosophy is, on the one hand, in touch with 
exact inquiry, while, on the other, it has a certain relation¬ 
ship with art. With the former it has in common its method¬ 
ical procedure and its cognitive aim; with the latter, its 
intuitive charact/er and the endeavor to compass the whole 
of reality with a glance. Metaphysical principles are less 
easily verified from experience than physical hypotheses, 
but also less easily refuted. vSystems of philosophy, there¬ 
fore, are not so dependent on our progressive knowledge of 
facts as the theories of natural science, and change less 
quickly; notwithstanding their mutual conflicts, and jn spite 
of the talk about discarded standpoints, tlicy possess in a 
measure the permanence of classical works of art, they retain 
for all time a certain relative validity. The thought of 
Plato, of Aristotle, and of the heroes of modern philosophy 
is ever proving anew its fructifying .power. Nowhere do 
we find such instructive errors as in the sphere of philoso¬ 
phy; now^here is the new so essentially a completion and 
development of the old, even though it deem itself the 
whole and assume a hostile attitude toward its predecessors; 
nowhere is the inquiry so much more important tlian tlie 
final result; nowhere the categories ‘‘true and false'* so 
inadequate. The spirit of the time and the spirit of the 
people, the individuality of the thinker, disposition, will, 
fancy—all these exert a far stronger influence on the devel¬ 
opment of philosophy, both by way of promotion and by 
way of hindrance, than in any other department of thought. 
If a system gives classical expression to the thought of an 
epoch, a nation, or a great personality; if it seeks to attack 
the world-riddle from a new direction, or brings us nearer 
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its solution by important original conceptions, by a subtler 
or a simpler comprehension of the problem, by a wider out¬ 
look or a deeper insight; it has accomplished more than 
it could have done by bringing forward a number of in¬ 
disputably correct principles. The variations in philosophy, 
which, on the assumption of the unity of truth, are a rock 
of offense to many minds, may be explained, on the one 
hand, by the combination of complex variety and limitation 
in the motives which govern philosophical thought,—for it 
is the whole man that philosophizes, not his understanding 
merely,—and, on the other, by the inexhaustible extent of 
the field of philosophy. Back of the logical labor of proof 
and inference stand, as inciting, guiding, and hindering- 
agents, psychical and historical forces, which are themselves 
in large measure alogical, though stronger than all logic; 
while just before stretches away the immeasurable domain 
of reality, at once inviting and resisting conquest. The 
grave contradictions, so numerous in both the subjective 
and the objective fields, make unanimity impossible con¬ 
cerning ultimate problems; in fact, tliey render it difficult 
for the individual thinker to combine his convictions into 
a self-consistent system. Each philosopher sees limited 
sections of the world only, and these through his own eyes; 
every system is one-sided. Yet it is this multiplicity and 
variety of systems alone which makes the aim of philosophy 
practicable as it endeavors to give a complete picture of 
the soul and of the universe. Tlie history of philosophy 
is the philosophy of humanity, that great individual, which, 
with more extended vision than the instruments through 
which it works, is able to entertain opposing princi¬ 
ples, and w^hich, reconciling old contradictions as it dis¬ 
covers new ones, approaches by a necessary and certain 
growth the knowledge of the one all-embracing truth, 
which is rich and varied beyond our conception. In order 
to energetic labor in the further progress of philosophy, it 
is necessary to imagine that the goddess di truth is about 
to lift the veil which has for centuries concealed her. The 
historian of philosophy, on the contrary, looks on each new 
system a s a ston e, which, when shaped and fitted into 
its place, wDlhelp to raise higher the pyramid of knowledge. 
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Hegel’s doctrine of the necessity and motive force of con¬ 
tradictories, of the relative justification of standpoints, and 
tlie systematic development of speculation, has great and 
permanent value as a general point of view. It needs only 
to be guarded from narrow scholastic application to become 
a safe canon for the historical treatment of philosophy. 

In speaking above of the worth of the philosophical doc¬ 
trines of the past as defying time, and as comparable to the 
standard character of finished works of art, the special ref¬ 
erence was to those elements in speculation which proceed 
less from abstract thinking than from the fancy, the heart, 
and the character of the individual, and even more directly 
from the disposition of the people; and which to a certain 
degree may l)e divorced from logical reasoning and the 
scientific treatment of particular questions. These may be 
summed up under the phrase, views of the world. Tlie 
necessity for constant reconsideration of them is from 
this standpoint at once evident. The Greek view of the 
world is as classic as the plastic art of Phidias and the epic 
of Homer; the Christian, as eternally valid as the architec¬ 
ture of the Middle Ages; the modern, as irrefutable as 
Goethe’s poetry and the music of Beethoven, 'the views of 
the world which proceed from the spirits of different ages, as 
products of the general development of culture, are not so 
much thoughts as rhythms in thinking, not theories but 
modes of intuition saturated with feelings of worth. We 
may dispute about them, it is true; we may argue against 
them or in their defense; but they can neither be established 
nor overthrown by cogent proofs. It is not only optimism 
and pessimism, determinism and indeterminism, that have 
their ultimate roots in the affective side of our nature, but 
pantheism and individualism, also idealism and materialism, 
even rationalism and sensationalism. Even though they 
operate with the instruments of thought, they remain in the 
last analysis matters of faith, of feeling, and of resolution. 
The aesthetic view of the world held by the Greeks, the 
transcendental-religious view of Christianity, the intellectual 
view of Leibnitz and Hegel, the panthelistic views of Fichte 
and Schopenhauer are vital forces, not doctrines, postulates, 
not results of thought. One view of the world is forced to 
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yield its pre-eniinence to another, which it has itself helped 
to produce hy its own one-sidedness; only to reconquer its 
opponent later, when it has learned from her, when it has 
been purified, corrected, and deepened by the struggle. 
But the elder contestant is no more confuted by the younger 
than the drama of Sopliocles by the drama of Shakspere, 
than youth by age or spring by autumn. 

If it is thus indubitable that the views of the world held in 
earlier times deserve to live on in the memory of man, and to 
live as something better than mere reminders of the past— 
the histoi*}’ of philosophy is not a cabinet of antiquities, but 
a museum of typical ])roducts of the mind—the value and 
interest of the historical study of the past in relation to the 
exact scientific side of pIiiIos()]dncal inquiry is not less evi¬ 
dent. In every science it is useful to trace the origin and 
growth c»f problems and theories, and doubly so in philoso¬ 
phy. W'ith her it is l)y no means the universal rule that 
progress shows itself by the result; the statement of the ques¬ 
tion is often more important than the answer. ^J'he prob¬ 
lem is more sharply defined in a given direction; or it be¬ 
comes more comprehensive, is analyzed and refined; or if 
now it threatens to break up into subtle details, some genius 
appears to simplify it and force our thoughts back to the 
fundamental question. This advance in problems, which 
happily is everywhere manifested by unmistakable signs, is, 
in the case of many of the questions which irresistibly force 
themselves upon the human heart, the only certain gain from 
centuries of endeavor. The labor here is of more value 
than the result. 

In treating the history of philosophy, two extremes must 
be avoided, lawless individualism and abstract logical 
formalism. The history of philosophy is neither a dis¬ 
connected succession of arbitrary individual opinions and 
clever guesses, nor a mechanically developed series of 
typical standpoints and problems, which imply one another 
in just the form and order historically assumed. The 
former supposition does violence to the regularity of philo¬ 
sophical development, the latter to its vitality. In the one 
case, the connection is conceived too loosely, in the other, 
too rigidly and simply. One view underestimates the 
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power of the logical Idea, the other overestimates it. It is 
not easy to support the principle that chance rules the 
destiny of philosophy, but it is more difficult to avoid the 
opposite conviction of the one-sidedness of formalistic con¬ 
struction, and to define tlie nature and limits of philosophical 
necessity. The development of philosophy is, perhaps, one 
chief aim of the world-process, but it is certainly not the 
only one; it is a part of the universal aim, and it is not sur¬ 
prising that the instruments of its realization do not work 
exclusively in its behalf, that their activity brings about re¬ 
sults which seem unessential for j)hilosophical ends or ob¬ 
stacles in their way. Philosophical ideas do not think them¬ 
selves, but are thought by living spirits, which are some¬ 
thing other and better than mere thought machines—by 
spirits who live these thoughts, who fill them with per¬ 
sonal warmth and passionately defend them. 'Inhere is 
often reason, no doubt, for the complaint that the person¬ 
ality which has undertaken to develop some great idea is 
inadequate to the task, that it carries its subjective defects 
into the matter in hand, that it does too much or too little, 
or the right thing in the wrong way, so that the spirit of 
philosophy seems to have erred in the choice and the prepara¬ 
tion of its instrument. But the reverse side of the picture 
must also be taken into account. The thinking spirit is 
more limited, it is true, than were desirable for the perfect 
execution of a definite logical task; but, on the other hand, 
it is far too rich as well. A soulless play of concepts would 
certainly not help the cause, and there is no disadvantage 
in the failure of the history of philosophy to proceed so 
directly and so scholastically, as, for instance, in the system 
of Hegel, A graded series of interconnected general forces 
mediate between the logical Idea and the individual thinker 
—^the spirit of the people, of the age, of the thinker's voca¬ 
tion, of his time of life, which are felt by the individual 
as part of himself and whose impulses he unconsciously 
obeys. In this way the modifying, furthering, hindering 
correlation of higher and lower, of the ruler with his com¬ 
mands and the servant with his more or less willing obedi¬ 
ence, is twice repeated, the situation being complicated fur¬ 
ther by the fact that the subject affected by these historical 
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forces himself helps to make history. The most important 
factor in philosophical progress is, of course, tlie state of 
inquiry at the time, the achievements of the thinkers of the 
immediately preceding age; and in this relation of a phil¬ 
osopher to his predecessors, again, a distinction must be 
made between a logical and a psychological element. The 
successor often commences his support, his development, 
or his refutation at a point quite unwelcome to the con¬ 
structive historian. At all events, if we may judge from the 
experience of the past, too much caution cannot be exer¬ 
cised in setting up formal laws for the development of 
thought. According to the law of contradiction and recon¬ 
ciliation, a SchoiK?nhauer mu.st have followed directly after 
Leibnitz, to op]x^se his pessimistic cthelism to the optimistic 
intellectualism of the latter; when in turn, a Schleiermacher, 
to give an liarmonic resolution of the antithesis into a 
concrete doctrine of feeling, would have made a fine third. 
But it turned out otherwise, and we must be content. 

The estimate of the value of the history of philosophy 
in general, given at the start, is the more true of the history 
uf modern philosophy, since the movement introduced by 
the latter still goes on unfinished. We are still at work 
on the problems which were brought forward by Descartes, 
Locke, and Leibnitz, and which Kant gathered up into the 
critical or transcendental question. The present continues 
to be governed by the ideal of culture which Bacon 
proposed and Fichte exalted to a higher level; we all live 
under the unweakened spell of that view of the world which 
was developed in hostile opposition to Scholasticism, and 
through the enduring influence of those mighty geographical 
and scientific discoveries and religious reforms which 
marked the entrance of the modern period. It is true, 
indeed, that the transition brought about by Kant’s noetical 
and ethical revolution was of great significance,—^more sig¬ 
nificant even than the Socratic period, with which we are 
fond of comparing it; much that was new was woven on, 
much of the old, weakened, broken, destroyed. And yet, 
if we take into account the historcal after-influence of 
Cartesianism, we shall find that the thread was only knotted 
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and twisted by Kantianism, not cut through. The con¬ 
tinued powder of the pre-Kantian modes of thought is 
shown by the fact that Spinoza has been revived in 
Fichte and Schelling, Leibnitz in Herbert and Hegel, the 
sensationalism of the PVench Illuminati in Feuerbach; and 
tliat even materialism, which had been struck down by the 
criticism of the reason (one would have thought forever), has 
again raised its head. Even that most narrow tendency of 
the early philosophy of the moderen period, the apotheosis 
of cognition is,—in spite of the moralistic counter-movement 
of Kant and Fichte,—the controlling motive in the last of 
the great idealistic systems, while it also continues to exer¬ 
cise a marvelously powerful influence on the convictions of 
our Hegel-weary age, alike within the. sphere of philosophy 
and (still more) without it. In view’of the intimate relations 
between contemporary inquiry and the progress of thought 
since the beginning of the modern period, acquaintance 
with the latter, wdiich it is the aim of this History to facili¬ 
tate, :l>ecomes a pressing duty. To study the history of phi¬ 
losophy since Descartes is to study the pre-conditions of 
contemporary philosophy. 

We begin with an outline sketch of the general charac¬ 
teristics of modern philosophy. These may be most con¬ 
veniently described by comparing them with the characteris¬ 
tics of ancient and of mediaeval philosophy. The character 
of ancient philosophy or Greek plnlosophy,—for they are 
practically the same,—is predominantly aesthetic. The 
Greek holds beauty and truth closely akin and inseparable; 

cosmos ” is his common expression for the world and for 
ornament. The universe is for him a harmony, an organ¬ 
ism, a work of art, before which he stands in admiration 
and reverential awe. In quiet contemplation, as with the 
eye of a connoisseur, he looks upon the world or the indi¬ 
vidual object as a well-ordered whole, more disposed to en¬ 
joy the congruity of itg parts than to study out its ulti¬ 
mate elements. He prefers contemplation to analysis, his 
thought is plastic, not anatomical. He finds the nature 
of the object in its form; and ends give him the key to 
the comprehension of events. Discovering human elements 
everywhere, he is always ready with judgments of worth— 
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the stars move in circles because circular motion is the 
most perfect; the right is better than left, upper finer than 
lower, that which precedes more beautiful than that which 
follows. Thinkers in whom this aesthetic reverence is weaker 
than the analytic impulse—especially Democritus--seem 
half modern rather than Greek. By the side of the Greek 
philosophy, in its sacred festal garb, stands the modern in 
secular w'orkday dress, in the laborer’s blouse, with the 
merciless chisel of analysis in its hand. ITiis does not seek 
beauty, but only the naked truth, no matter what it be. It 
holds it impossible to satisfy at once the understanding and 
taste; nay, nakedness, ugliness, and offensiveness seem to 
it to testify for, rather than against, the genuineness of 
truth. In its anxiety not to read human elements into 
nature, it goes so far as completely to read spirit out of 
nature. The world is not a living whole, but a machine; 
not a work of art which is to be viewed in its totality and 
enjoyed with reverence, hut a clock-movement to be taken 
apart in order to be understood. Nowhere are there ends in 
the world, but everywhere mechanical causes. The charac¬ 
ter of modern thought would appear to a Greek returned 
to earth very sober, unsplendid, undevout, and intrusive. 
And, in fact, modern philosophy has a considerable amount 
of prose about it, is not easily impressed, accepts no limit¬ 
ations from feeling, and holds nothing too sacred to be at¬ 
tacked with the weapon of analytic thought. And yet it com¬ 
bines penetration with intrusiveness; acuteness, coolness, and 
logical courage with its soberness. Never before has the de¬ 
mand for unprejudiced thought and certain knowledge been 
made with equal earnestness. This interest in knowledge for 
its own sake developed so suddenly and with such strength 
that, in presumptuous gladness, men believed that no pre¬ 
vious age had rightly understood what truth and love for 
truth are. The natural consequence was a general overesti¬ 
mation o^ognition at the expense ^f all other mental activi¬ 
ties. Even among the Greek thinkers, thought was held by 
the majority to be the noblest and most divine function. 
But their intellectualism was checked by the aesthetic and 
eudaemonistic element, and preserved from the one-sidedness 
which it manifests in the modem period, because of the lack 
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of an effective counterpoise. However eloquently Bacon 
commends the advantages to be derived from the conquest 
of nature, he still understands inquiry for inquiry's sake, and 
honors it as supreme; even the ethelistic philosophers, 
Fichte and Schopenhauer, pay their tribute to the prejudice 
in favor of intellectualism. The fact that the modern 
period can show no one philoso])hic writer of the literary 
rank of Plato, even though it includes such masters of 
style as Inchte, Schelling, Schopenhauer, and Lotze, not to 
speak of lesser names, is an external proof of how noticeably 
the cEsthetic impulse has given way to one purely intel¬ 
lectual. 

When we turn to the character of mediccval thinking, we 
find, instead of the .'esthetic views of antiquity and the 
purely scientific tendency of the modern era, a distinctively 
religiou s spirit. Faith prescribes the objects and the lim¬ 
itations of knowledge; everything is referred to the here¬ 
after, thought becomes prayer. Men speculate concern¬ 
ing the attributes of God, on the number and rank of 
the angels, on the immortality of man--all purely tran¬ 
scendental subjects. Side by side with these, it is true, 
the world receives loving attention, but always as the lower 
story merely,* above which, with its own laws, rises the 
true fatherland, the kingdom of grace. 'Phe most subtle 
acuteness is employed in the service of dogma, with the 
task of fathoming the how and why of things whose e:^- 
istence is certified elsewhere. The result is a formalism in 
thought side by side with profound and fervent mysticism. 
Doubt and tmst are strangely intermingled, and a feeling 
of expectation stirs all hearts. On the one side stands 
sinful, erring man, who, try as hard as he* may, only hali 
unravels the mysteries of revealed truth; on the other, the 
God of grace, who, after our death, will reveal himself to us 
as clearly as Adam knew him before the fall. God alone, 
however, can comprehend himself—^for the finite spirit, 
even truth unveiled is mystery, and ecstasy, unresisting 
devotion to the incomprehensible, the culmination of knowl- 

• On the separation and union of the three worlds, natura, gratia, 
gloria, in Thomas Aquinas, cf. Rudolph Eucken, Die Philosophic des 
Thomas von $iquino und die Kultur der Neuzeit, Halle, 1886. 
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edge. In mediaeval philosophy the subject looks longingly 
upward to the infinite object of his thought, expecting 
that the latter will bend down toward him or lift him 
upward toward itself; in Greek philosophy the spirit 
confronts its object, the world, on a footing of equality; 
in modern philosophy the speculative subject feels him¬ 
self higher than the object, superior to nature. In the 
conception of the Middle Ages, truth and mystery are 
identical: to antiquity they appear reconcilable; modern 
thought holds them as mutually exclusively as light and 
darkness, "^e unknown is the enemy of knowledge, 
which must be chased out of its last hiding-place. It is, 
therefore, easy to understand that the modem period 
skinds in far sharper antithesis to the mediawal era than 
to the ancient, for the latter has furnished it many princi¬ 
ples which can he used as weapons against the former. 
Grandparents and grandchildren make good friends. 

When a new movement is in preparation, but there is a 
lack of creative force to give it fonn, a period of tumultu¬ 
ous disaffection with existing principles ensues. What is 
wanted is not clearly perceived, but there is a lively sense of 
that which is not wanted. Dissatisfaction prepares a place 
for that which is to come by undermining the existent 
and making it ripe for its fall. 1'he old, the outgrown, the 
doctrine which had become inadequate, was in this case 
Scholasticism; modern philosophy shows throughout/—and 
most clearly at the start—an anti-Scholastic character. If 
up to this time Church dogma had ruled unchallenged in 
spiritual affairs, and the Aristotelian philosophy in things 
temporal, war is now declared against authority of every 
sort and freedom of thought is inscril>ed on the banner.* 
Modern philosophy is Protestantism in the sphere of the 
thinking spirit ” (Erdmann). Not that which has been con¬ 
sidered true for centuries, not that which another says. 


* Ihc doctrine of twofold truth, under whose protecting cloak the 
new liberal movements had hitherto taken refuge, was now disdain¬ 
fully repudiated. Cf. Freiidenthal, Z«r Beurtheilung der ScholasU\, 
in vol. iii. of the Archiv fur Geschichte drr Philosophic , 1890. Also, 
H. Reuter, Geschichte der rcHgiosen Aufklarung im Mitteldter, 
1875-77 ; and Dilthey, Einleitung in die Getstestvissenschaften, 1883. 
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though he be Aristotle or Thomas Aquinas, not that which 
flatters the desires of the heart, is true, but that only 
which is demonstrated to my own understanding with con¬ 
vincing force. Philosophy is no longer willing to be the 
handmaid of theology, but must set up a house of her 
owtT"^ The watchword now becomes freedom and in- 
(fependent thought, deliverance from every form of con¬ 
straint, alike from the bondage of ecclesiastical decrees and 
the inner servitude of prejudice and cherished inclinations. 
But the adoption of a purpose leads to the consideration 
of the means for attaining it. Thus the thirst for knowl¬ 
edge raises questions concerning the method, the instru- 
nT(S3>s, and the limits of knowledge; the interest in noetics 
and methodology vigorously develops, remains a constant 
factor in modern inquiry, and culminates in Kant, not again 
to die away. 

This negative aspect of modern tendencies needs, howex er, 
a positive supplement. The mediaeval mode of thought is 
discarded and the new one is not yet found. What can 
more fittingly furnish a support, a preliminary substitute, 
than antiquity? Thus philosophy, also, joins in that-gxeat 
stream of culture, the Renaissance and luunanism, which, 
starting from Italy, poured forth over the whole civilized 
w'orld. Plato and Neoplatonism, Epicurus and the Stoa 
aSnT^opposed to Scholasticism, the real Aristotle to the 
transformed Aristotle of the Church and the distorted 
Aristotle of the schools. Back to the sources, is the 
cry. With the revival of the ancient languages and ancient 
books, the spirit of antiquity is also revived. The dust of 
the schools and the tyranny of the Church are thrown off, 
and the classical ideal of a free and noble humanity gains 
enthusiastic adherents. Tlie man is not to be forgotten in 
the Christian, nor art and science, the rights and the riches 
of individuality in the interest of piety; work for the future 
must not blind us to the demands of the present nor lead us 
to neglect the comwehensive cultivation of the natural capac¬ 
ities of the spirit. | The world and man are no longer viewed 
through Christian^eyes, the one as a realm of darkness and 
the other as a vessel of weakness and wrath, but nature 
and life gleam before the new • generation in joyous, 
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hopeful light. Humanism and optimism have always l>een 
allied."^ 

This change in the spirit of thought is accompanied by 
a corresponding change in the abject of thought: theol¬ 
ogy must yield its supremacy to the knowledge of nature. 
Weary of Christological and soteriological questions, weary 
of disputes concerning the angels, the thinking spirit longs 
to make himself at home in the world it has learned to love, 
demands real knowledge,—knowledge which is of practical 
utility,—and no longer seeks God outside the world, but in 
it and above it. Nature becomes the home, the body of 
God. Transcendence gives place to immanence, not only 
in theology, but elsewhere. Alodern philosophy is natural¬ 
istic in spirit, not only because it takes nature for its 
favourite object, but also because it carries into other 
branches of knowledge the mathematical method so success¬ 
ful in natural science, because it considers everything sub 
ratione natiirce and insists on the “ natural explanation of 

C l phenomena, even those of ethics and politics. 

In a word, the tendency of modern philosophy is anti- 
:holastic, humanistic, and naturalistic.JYl'his summary 
must suffice for preliminary orientation, mu\t the detailed 
division, particularization, modification, and limitation of 
these general points must be left for later treatment. 

T\vo further facts, however, may receive preliminary 
notice. The indifference and hostility to the Church which 
have been cited among the prominent characteristics of 
modern philosophy, do not necessarily mean enmity 
to the Christian religion, much less to religion in gen¬ 
eral. In part, it is merely a change in the object of religious 
feeling, which blazes up especially strong and enthusiastic 
in the philosophy of the sixteenth century, as it transfers 
its worship fiom a transcendent deity to a universe induced 
with a soul; in part, the opposition is directed against 
the mediaeval, ecclesiastical form of Christianity, with its 
monastic abandonment of the world. It was often noth¬ 
ing but a very deep and strong religious feeling that led 
thinkers into the conflict with the hierarchy. Since the ele¬ 
ments of permanent worth in the tendencies, doctrines, and 
institutions of the Middle Ages are thus culled out from that 
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which is corrupt and effete, and preserved by incorporation 
into the new view of the world and the new science, and as 
fruitful elements from antiquity enter with them, the prog¬ 
ress of philosophy shows a continuous enricliment in its 
ideas, intuitions, and spirit. The old is not simply dis¬ 
carded and destroyed, liut purified, transformed, and assimi¬ 
lated. The same fact forces itself into notice if we consider 
the relations of nationality and philosophy in the three 
great eras. The (ireek philosophy was entirely national 
in its origin and its jiublic, it was rooted in the character of 
the people and addressed itself to fellow-countrymen; not 
until toward its decline, and not until influenced by Chris¬ 
tianity, were its cosmopolitan inclinations aroused. The 
Middle Ages were indifferent to national distinctions, as to 
everything earthly, and naught was of value in comparison 
witli man's transcendent destiny. Medi«x*val philosophy is 
in its aims un-national, cosmopolitan, catholic; it uses the 
Latin of the schools, it seeks adherents in every land, it finds 
ever}'where j)roductive s])irits whose labors in its service 
remain unaffected by their national peculiarities. 'J'he 
modern period returns to the nationalism of antiquity, but 
does not relinquish tlie advantage gained by the extension 
of mediaeval thought to the whole civilized world. The 
roots of modern philosophy are sunk deep in the fruit¬ 
ful soil of nationality, while the top of the tree spreads 
itself far beyond national limitations. It is national and 
cosmopolitan together; it is international as the common 
property of the various peoples, which exchange their 
]>hilosophical gifts through an active commerce of ideas. 
Latin is often retained for use abroad, as the universal lan¬ 
guage of savants, but many a work is first puWished in the 
mother-tpngufr—and thought in it. Thus it becomes 
possible for the ideas of the wise to gain an entrance into 
the consciousness of the people, from whose spirit they 
have really sprung, and to become a power beyond the 
circle of the learned public. Philosophy as illumination, as 
a factor in general culture, is an exclusively modern phe¬ 
nomenon. In this speculative intercourse of nations, how¬ 
ever, the French, the English, and the Germans are most 
involved, both as producers and consumers. France gives 
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the initiative (in Descartes), then England assumes the 
leadership (in Locke), with Leibnitz and Kant the hegem¬ 
ony passes over to Germany. Besides these powers, Italy 
takes an eager part in the production of philosophical ideas 
in the period of ferment before Descartes. Each of these 
nations contributes elements to the total result which it 
alone is in a position to furnish, and each is rewarded by 
gifts in return which it would be incapable of producing 
out of its own store. This international exchange of ideas, 
in which each gives and each receives, and the fact that the 
chief modern thinkers, especially in the earlier half of the 
era, prior to Kant, are in great part not philosophers by pro¬ 
fession but soldiers, statesmen, physicians, as well as natural 
scientists, historians, and priests, give modern philosophy an 
unprofessional, worldly appearance, in striking contrast 
to the clerical character of mediaeval, and the prophetic 
character of ancient thinking. 

Germany, England, and France claim the honor of having 
produced the first modern philosopher, presenting Nicolas 
of Cusa, Bacon of Verulam, and Rene Descartes as their 
candidates, while Hobbes, Bruno, and Montaigne have 
received only scattered votes. The claim of England is the 
weakest of all, for, without intending to diminish Bacon's 
importance, it may be said that the programme which he 
develops—and in essence his philosophy is nothing more— 
was, in its leading principles, not first announced by him, 
and not carried out with sufficient consistency. The dispute 
between the two remaining contestants may be easily and 
equitably settled by making the simple distinction be¬ 
tween forerunner and beginner, between path-breaker 
and founder. The entrance of a new historical era is not 
accompanied by an audible click, like the beginning of a new 
piece on a music-box, but is gradually effected. A consid¬ 
erable period may intervene between the point when the 
new movement flashes up, not understood and half uncon¬ 
scious of itself, and the time when it appears on the stage 
in full strength and maturity, recognizing itself as new and 
so acknowledged by others: the period of ferment between 
the Middle Ages and modern times lasted almost two cen¬ 
turies. It is in the end little more than logomachy to 
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discuss whether this time of anticipation and desire, of 
endeavor and partial success, in which the new struggles 
with the old without conquering it, and the opposite tend¬ 
encies in the conflicting views of tlie world interplay in a 
way at once obscure and wayward, is to be classed as the 
epilogue of the old era or the prologue of the new. The 
simple solution to take it as a transition period, no longer 
mediaeval but not yet modern, has met with fairly general 
acceptance. Nicolas of Cusa (1401-64) was the first to 
announce fundamental principles of modern philosophy—he 
is the leader in this intermediate preparatory period. Des¬ 
cartes (1596—1650) brought fon^^ard the first system —^he 
is the father of modern philosophy. 

A brief sun^ey of the literature may be added in conclu¬ 
sion: 


Heinrich Ritter’s Gcschichtc der neucren Philosophie (\ols. ix.—xii. 
of his Gcschichte dcr Philosophic), 1850—53, to Wolfl and Rousseau, 
lias been superseded by more recent works. J. E. Erdmann’s able 
Vcrsuch cincr wisscnschaftUchen Darstcllung der neueren Philosophie 
(6 vols., 1»34—53) gives in appendices literal excerpts from non- 
German writers ; tlie same author’s Grundriss dcr Gcschichtc der 
Philosophic (2 vols., 1869 ; 3d ed., 1878) contains at the end the first 
exposition of German Philosophy since the Dead) of Hegel [Elnglish 
translation in 3 vols., edited by W. S. Hough, 18 SW—Tr.]. Ucber- 
weg’s Grundriss (7th ed. by M. Hcin/e, 1888) is indispensable for 
reference on account of the completeness of its bibliographical notes, 
whicli, however, are confusing to the beginner [English translation by 
G. S. Morris, with additions by the translator, Noah Porter, and 
Vincenzo Botta, New York, 1872—74.— ^Tr.J. The most detailed and 
brilliant exposidon has been given by Kuno Fischer (1854 seq. ; 3d cd., 
1878 seq. ; the same author’s Baco und seine Nachfolger, 2d ed., 1875, 
—English translation, 1857, by Oxenford,—supplements die first two 
volumes of the Gcschichte dcr neucren Philosophie). This work, 
which is important also as a literary achievement, is better fitted than 
any other to make the reader at home in the ideal world of the great 
philosophers, wdiich it reconstructs from its central point, and to pre¬ 
pare him for the study (which, of course, even the best exposition 
cannot replace) of the works of die thinkers themselves. Its excessive 
simplification of problems is not of great moment in die first introduc¬ 
tion to a system [English translation of vol. iii. book 2 (1st ed.), A 
Commentary on Kant's Criticf(^ of the Pure Reason, by J. P. MahafEy, 
London, 1866 ; vol. i. part 1 and part 2, book 1, Descartes and his 
School, by f. P. Gordy, New York, 1887 ; of vol. v. chaps, i.— v., A 
Critique of Kant, by W. S. Hough, London, 1888 .—^Tr.]. Wilhelm 
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Wiridelband (Geschichte der ncueren Philosophicy 2 vols., 1878 and 
1880, to Hegel and Herbart inclusive) accentuates the connection of 
philosophy with general culture and the particular sciences, and empha¬ 
sizes philosophical method. This work is pleasant reading, yet, in the 
interest of clearness, we could wish that the author had given more of 
positi\c information concerning the content of the doctrines treated, 
instead of merely advancing reflections on them. A projected third 
volume is to trace the development of philosophy down to the present 
lime. Windelband’s compendium, Gcschichtc dcr Philosophic, 1890— 
91, is distinguished from other expositions by the fact that, for the 
most part, it confines itself to a history of problems. Baumann’s 
Geschichte dcr Philosophic^ IS^^O, aims to give a detailed account of 
those thinkers only who have advanced views individual either in their 
content or in their proof. Eduard Zeller has given his Geschichte der 
dcutschen Philosophic scit Leibniz (1873 ; 2d cd., 1875) the benefit 
of the same thorough and comprehensive knowledge and mature 
judgment wdiich have made his Philosophic dcr Gricchen a classic. 
[Bowen’s 3 Philosophy. New York, 1857 (6th ed., 1891); Royce’s 
Spirit of Modern Philosophyy 1S92.—^Tk.] 

Eugen Diihring's hypercritical Kritische Geschichte der Philosophic 
(1869; 3d cd., IS7S) can hardly be recommended to students. Lewes 
(German translation, 1876) assumes a positivistic standpoint ; Thilo 
(1874), a position e.xclusively Hcroartian ; \. Stocckl (3d cd., 1889) 
writes from the standpoint of confessional Catholicism : Vincenz 
Knauer (2d cd., 1882) is a Giintherian. With the philosophico- 
hi:.torical work of Chr. W. Sigwart (1854), and one of the same date 
by Oischinger, we are not intimately acquainted. 

Expositions of philosophy since Kant have been given by the 
Hegelian, C. L. Michelet ( a larger one in 2 vols., 1837—38, and a 
smaller one, 1843) ; by Chalybaeus (1837 ; 5th ed., I860, formerly 
very popular and worthy of it, English, 1854) ; by Fr. K. Biedermann 
(1842—43) ; by Carl Fortlage (1852, Kantio-Fichtcan standpoint) ; 
and by Friedrich Harms (1876). The last of these writers unfortu¬ 
nately did not succeed in giving a sufiiciently clear and precise, not to 
say tasteful, form to the valuable ideas and original conceptions in 
which his work is rich. The very popular e.\position by an anony¬ 
mous author of Hegelian tendencies, Deutschlands Dcnker scit Kant 
(Dessau, 1851), hardly deserves mention. 

Further, we may mention some of the works which treat the his¬ 
torical development of particular subjects : On the history of the 
philosophy of religion, the first volume of Otto Pfleiderer’s Religions- 
philosophic auf geschichtlicher Grundlage (2d ed., 1883 ;—English 
translation by Alexander Stewart and Allan Menzics, 1886—fl8 .—Tr.), 
and the very trustworthy exposition by Bernhard Piinjer (2 vols., 1880, 
1883 ; English translation by W. Hastic, vol. i., 1887 .—^Tr,). On the 
history of practical philosophy, besides the first volume of I. H. Fichte’s 
Ethi\ (1850), Franz Vorlander’s Geschichte der philosophischen 
Moral, Rechts-und Staatslehre der Englander und Franzosen (1855); 
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Fr. Jodi, Geschichte der Ethi\ in der neueren Philosophie (2 vols., 
1882, 1889), and Bluntschli, Geschichte der neueren Staatswisscnschaft 
(3d ed., 1881) ; [Sidgwick’s Outlines of the History oj Ethics, 3d cd., 
1892, and Martineau's I'ypes oj Ethical Theory, 3d ed., 1891 .—Tr.]. On 
the history of the philosophy of history : Rocholl, Die Philosophie der 
Geschichte, 1878 ; Richard Fester, Rousseau und die deutsche Geschi- 
chtsphilosophie, 1890 [Flint, The Philosophy of History in Europe, 
voL i., 1874, complete in 3 vols., 1893 seq,]. On the history of cesthetics, 
R. Zimmermann, 1858 ; H. Lotze, 1868 ; Max Schasler, 1871; Ed. von 
Hartmann (since Kant), 1886 ; Heinrich von Stein, Die Entstehung der 
neueren /Esthetic (1886) ; [Bosanquet, A History of /Esthetic, 1892.— 
Tr.] Further, Fr. Alb, Lange, Geschichte des Materialismus), 1866 ; 
4rh ed., 1882 ; [English translation by E. C. Thomas, 3 vols., 1878—81. 
— Tr.] ; Jul. Baumann, Die Lehren von Ratim, Zeit und yiathemati\ 
in der neueren Philosophie, 1868—69 ; Edm. Kdnig, Die Entwickelung 
des Causalproblems von Cartesius bis Kant, 1888, seit Kant, 1890 ; Kurd 
Lasswitz, Geschichte der Atomisti\ von Mittclalter his Newton, 2 vols., 
1890 ; Ed. Grimm, Zur Geschichte des Er1{enntnissproblems, von Bacon 
zu Hume, 1890. The following works are to be recommended on die 
period of transition : Moritz Carri^rc, Die philosophische Weltans¬ 
chauung der Reformationszeit, 1847; 2d ed., 1887 ; and Jacob Burck- 
hardt, Kultur der Renaissance in Italien, 4th ed., 1886. Reference may 
also be made to A. Trendelenburg, Historische Bcitriige zur Philosophie, 
3 voIsm 1846—67 ; Rudolph Eucken, Geschichte und Kriti\ dcr Grund- 
hcgrifje dcr Gegenwart, 1878 ; [English translation by M. Stuart Phelps, 
I8S0. —Tr.] ; the same, Geschichte der philosophischen Terminologie, 
1879 ; the same, Beitrdge zur Geschichte dcr neueren Philosophie, 1886 
(including a valuable paper on parties and party names in philosophy) ; 
the same, Die Lehensanschauungen der ^rossen Denver, 1890 ; Ludwig 
Noack, Philosophiegeschichtliches Lexicon, 1879; Ed. Zeller, Vortrdge 
und Abhandlungen, three series, 1865—84 ; Chr. von Sigwart, Kleine 
Schriften, 2 vols., 1881 ; 2d cd., 1889. R. SeydePs Religion und Philo¬ 
sophie, 1887, contains papers on Luther, Schiciermacher, Schelling, 
Weisse, Fechner, Lotze, Harmiann, Darwinism, etc., which are well 
worth reading. 

Among the smaller compends Schwcgler’s (1848 ; recent editions 
revised and supplemented by R. Koeber) remains still the least bad 
[English translations by Scelyc and Smith, revised edition u ith addi¬ 
tions, New York, 1880 ; and J. H. Stirling, with annotations, 7th ed., 
J879.— Tr.]. The meager sketches by Deter, Koeber, Kirchner, Kuhn, 
Rabus, Vogel, and others arc useful for review at least. Fritz Schultzc’s 
Stammbaum der Philosophie, 1890, gives skillfully constructed tabular 
outlines, but, unfortunately, in a badly chosen form. 
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THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION : FROM NICOLAS 
OF CUSA TO DESCARTES. 

The essays at philosophy which made their appearance 
between the middle of the fifteenth century and the middle 
of the seventeenth, exhibit mediaeval and modern charac¬ 
teristics in such remarkable intermixture that they can be 
assigned exclusively to neither of these two periods. There 
are eager longings, lofty demands, magnificent plans, and 
promising outlooks in abundance, but a lack of power ti^ 
endure, a lack of calmness and maturity; while the shackles 
against which the leading minds revolt still bind too 
finnly both the leaders and those to whom they speak. 
Only here and there are the fetters loosened and thrown off: 
if the hands are successfully freed, the clanking chains still 
hamper the feet. It is a time just suited for original think¬ 
ers, a remarkable number of whom in fact make their 
appearance, side by side or in close succession. Further, 
however little these are able to satisfy the demand for per¬ 
manent results, they ever arouse our interest anew by the 
boldness and depth of their brilliant ideas, which alternate 
with quaint fancies or are pervaded by them; by the youth¬ 
ful courage with which they attacked great questions; 
and not least by the hard fate which rewarded their efforts 
with misinterpretation, persecution, and death at the stake. 
We must quickly pass over the broad threshold between 
modern philosophy and Scholastic philosophy, which 
is bounded by the year 1450, in which Nicolas of Cusa 
wrote his chief work, the Idiota, and 1644, when Descartes 
began the new era with his Prindpia Philosophic^; and 
can touch, in passing, only the most important factors. We 
shall begin our account of this transition period with Nicolas, 
and end it with the Englishmen, Bacon, Hobbes, and Lord 
Herbert of Cherbury. Between these we shall arrange the 
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various figures of the Philosophical Renaissance (in the broad 
sense) in six groups: the Restorers of the Ancient Systems 
and their Opponents; the Italian Philosophers of Nature; 
the Political and Legal Philosophers; the Skeptics; the 
Mystics; the Founders of the Exact Investigation of 
Nature. In Italy the new spiritual birth shows an aesthetic, 
scientific, and humanistic tendency; in Germany it is pre¬ 
eminently religious emancipation—in the Reformation. 

1. Nicolas of Cusa* 

Nicolas* was born in 1401, at Cues (Cusa) on the 
Moselle near Treves. Pie early ran away from his stern 
father, a boatman and vine-dresser named Chrypps (or 
Krebs), and was brought up by the Brothers of the 
Common Life at Deventer. In Padua he studied law, 
mathematics, and philosophy, but the loss of fiis first case 
at Mayence so disgusted him with his profession that he 
turned to theology, and became a distinguished preacher. 
He took part in the Council of Basle, was sent by Pope 
Eugen IV. as an ambassador to Constantinoiple and to the 
Reichstag at Frankfort; was made Cardinal in 1448, and 
Bishop of Brixen in 1-150. His feudal lord, the Count of 
Tyrol, Archduke vSigismund, refused him recognition on ac¬ 
count of certain quarrels in which they had l)e;gonic engaged, 
and for a time held him prisoner. Previous to this he had 
undertaken jourue}'s to Germany and the Netherlands on 
missionary business. During a second sojourn in Italy 
death overtook him, in the year 1-164, at Todi in Umbria. 
The first volume of the Paris edition of his collected works 
(1514) contains the most important of his philosophical 
writings; the second, among others, mathematical essays 
and ten books of selections from his sermons; the third, the 

* R. Zimmermann, Nicolaus Cusanns <ds Vorliiufer L^ihnizens, in 
vol. viii. of the Sitzungsberichte dcr Philosophischdnstorischen Klasse 
der A/(adcmie dcr Wissenschajtcrij Vienna, 1852, p. 306 stq, R. 
Falckenberg, Grundzuge der Philosophic des Nicolaus Cusanus mlt 
besonderer Berilcksichtigung der Lchre vom Erkennen, Breslau, 1880. 
R, Eucken, Beitrdge zur Geschichtc der neueren Philosophic, Heidel¬ 
berg, 1886, p. 6 seq, ; Joh. Uebinger, Die Gottcslehre des Nicolaus 
Cusanus, Munster, 1888. Scharpff, Des Nil(plaus von Cusa wichtigsU 
Schrijten in deutscher Uebersetzung, Freiburg i. Br., 1862. 
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extended work, De Concordantia Catholica, which he had 
completed at Basle. In 1440 (having already written on the 
Reform of the Calendar) he began his imposing series of 
philosophical writings with the De Doctaignoraniia, to which 
the De Conjcctuns was added in the following year. These 
were succeeded by smaller treatises entitled De Qiimendo 
Deuui, De Dato PaUis Luminum, De Filiatione Dei, De 
Gcnesi, and a defense of the De Docta Ignorantia- His most 
important work is the third of the four dialogues of the Idiota 
(“On the Mind**), 1450. He clothes in continually changing 
forms the one supreme truth on which all depends, and 
which cannot be expressed in intelligible language but 
only comprehended by living intuition. In many different 
ways he endeavors to lead the reader on to a vision of the 
inexpressible, or to draw him up to it, and to develop 
fruitfully the principle of the coincidence of opposites, which 
had dawned upon him on his return journey from Constan¬ 
tinople (De Visione Dei, Diologns dc Posscst, De Beryllo, De 
Litdo Globi, De Venatione Sapicntice, Dc A pice Theorice, 
Compendium), Sometimes he uses dialectical reasoning; 
sometimes he soars in mystical exaltation: sometimes he 
writes with a simplicity level to the common mind, and in 
connection with that which lies at hand; sometimes, with 
the most comprehensive brevity. Besides these his philoso- 
phico-religious works are of great value, De Pace Fidei, De 
Cribratione Alcliorani. T.,iberal Catholics reverence him 
as one of the deepest thinkers of the Church; but the 
fame of Giordano Bruno, a more brilliant but much less 
original figure, has hitherto stood in the way of the 
general recognition of his great importance for modern 
philosophy. 

Human knowledge and the relation of God to the world are 
the two poles of the Cusan’s system. He distinguishes four 
stages of knowledge. Lowest of all stands sense (together 
with imagination), which yields only confused images; next 
aibove, the understanding (ratio), whose functions comprise 
analysis, the positing of time and space, numerical opera¬ 
tions, and denomination, and which keeps the opposites 
distinct under the law of contradiction; third, the specu¬ 
lative reason (intellectus), which finds the opposites rec- 
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oncilable; and highest of all the mystical, supra-rational 
intuition (visio sine comprehensione, intuitio, tmio, filiatio), 
for which the opposites coincide in the infinite unity, "['he 
intuitive culmination of knowledge, in which the soul is 
united with God,—since here even the antithesis of subject 
and object disapjDears,—is but seldom attained; and it is 
difficult to keep out the disturbing symbols and images of 
sense, which mingle themselves in the intuition. But it is 
just this insight into the incomprehensibility of the infinite 
which gives us a true knowledge of God; this is the mean¬ 
ing of the “learned ignorance,’* the docta ignorantia. The 
distinctions between these several stages of cognition are 
nut, however, to he understood in any rigid sense, for each 
higher function comprehends the lower, and is active 
therein. The understanding can discriminate only when it 
is furnished by sensation with images of that which is to be 
discriminated, the reason can combine only when the under¬ 
standing has supplied the results of analysis as material 
for combination; while, on the other hand, it is the under¬ 
standing which is present in sense as consciousness, 
and the reason whose unity guides the understanding in its 
work of separation. Thus the several modes of cognition 
do not stand for indq:)endent fundamental faculties, but for 
connected modifications of one fundamental power which 
work together and mutually imply one another. The posi¬ 
tion that an intellectual function of attention and discrimi¬ 
nation is active in sensuous perception, is a view entirely 
foreign to mediaeval modes of thought; for the Scholastics 
were accustomed to make sharp divisions between the cog¬ 
nitive faculties, on the principle that particulars are felt 
through sense and universals thought tnrough the under¬ 
standing. The idea on which Nicolas bases his argument for 
immortality has also an entirely mo^n sound: viz., that 
space and time are products of the understanding, and, 
therefore, can have no power over the spirit which pro¬ 
duces them; for the author is higher and mightier than 
the product. 

The confession that all our knowledge is conjecture does 
not simply mean that absolute and exact truth remains con¬ 
cealed from us; but is intended at the same time to en- 



22 


THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION 


courage us to draw as near as possible to the eternal verity 
by ever truer conjectures. There are degrees of truth, and 
our surmises are neither absolutely true nor entirely false. 
Conjecture becomes error only when, forgetting the inad¬ 
equacy of human knowledge, we rest content with it as a 
final solution; the Socratic maxim, *T know that I am ig¬ 
norant,” should not lead to despairing resignaton but to 
courageous further inquiry'. The duty of speculation is to 
penetrate deeper and deeper into the secrets of the divine, 
even though the ultimate revelation will not be given us 
until the hereafter, 'riie fittest instrum ent of speculatipii 
is furnished by inath cmatics , in its conception of the 
infinite and the wonders of numerical relations: as on the 
infinite sphere center and circumference coincide, so God’s 
essence is exalted above all opposites; and as the other 
numbers are unfolded from the unit, so the finite proceeds 
by exj)lication from the infinite. A controlling significance 
in the serial construction of the world is ascribed to the 
ten, as the sum of the first four numbers—as reason, under¬ 
standing, imagination, and sensibility are related in human 
cognition, so God, spirit, soul, and body, or infinity, 
thought, life, and being are related in the objective sphere; 
so, further, the absolute necessity of God, the concrete 
necessity of the universe, the actuality of individuals, and the 
possibility of matter. Beside the quaternary the tern also 
exercises its power—the world divides into the stages of 
eternity, imperishability, and the temporal world of sense, 
or truth, probability, and confusion. The divine trinity is 
reflected everywhere: in the world as creator, created, 
and love; in the mind as creative force, concept, and will. 
The triunity of God is very variously explained—^as the 
subject, object, and act of cognition; as creative spirit, 
wisdom, and goodness; as being, power, and deed; and, 
preferably, as unity, equality, and the combination of 
the two. 

God is related to the world as unity, identity, complicatio, 
to otherness, diversity, explicatio, as necessity to contin¬ 
gency, as completed actuality to mere possibility; yet, in 
such a way that the otherness participates in the unity, and 
receives its reality from this, and the unity does not have 
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the otherness confronting it, outside it. God is triune only 
as the Creator of the world, and in relation to it; in him¬ 
self he is absolute unity and infinity, to which nothing dis¬ 
parate stands opposed, which is just as much all things as 
not all things, and which, as the Areopagite had taught of 
old, is better comprehended by negations than by affirma¬ 
tions. To deny that he is light, truth, spirit, is more true 
than to affirm it, for he is infinitely greater than anything 
which can be expressed in words; he is the Unutterable, 
the Unknowable, the supremely one and the supremely abso¬ 
lute. In the world, each thing has things greater and 
smaller by its side, but God is the absolutely greatest and 
smallest; in accordance with the principle of the coinci- 
dentia oppositoriim, the absolute nuixirnum and the absolute 
minimtiin coincide. Tliat which in the w’orld exists as con¬ 
cretely determinate and particular, is in God in a simple 
and universal way: and that w hich here is present as incom- 
pleted striving, and as possibility realizing itself by gradual 
development, is in God completed activity. He is the 
realization of all possibility, the Can-be or Can-is (possest) ; 
and since this absolute actuality is the presupposition and 
cause of all finite ability and action, it may be uncondition¬ 
ally designated ability (posse ipsim)^ in antithesis to all de- 
tenninate manifestations of force; namely, to all ability to 
be, live, feel, think, and will. 

However much these definitions, conceived in harmony 
with the dualistic view of Christianity, accentuate the anti¬ 
thesis between God and the world, this is elsewhere much 
softened, nay directly denied, in favor of a pantheistic 
view which points forward to the modern period. Side by 
side with the assertion that there is no proportion whatever 
between the infinite and the finite, the following naively 
presents itself, in open contradiction to the former: God 
excels the reason just as much as the latter is superior to 
the understanding, and the understanding to sensibility, or 
he is related to thought as thought to life, and life to being. 
Nay, Nicolas makes even bolder statements than these, 
w'hen he calls the universe a sensuous and mutable God, 
man a human God or a humanly contracted infinity, the 
creation a created God or a limited infinity; thus hinting 



24 


THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION 


that God and the world are at bottom essentially alike, 
differing only in the form of their existence, that it is one 
and the same being and action which manifests itself abso¬ 
lutely in God, relatively and in a limited way in the system 
of creation. It was chiefly three modern ideas which led 
the Ciisan on from dualism to pantheism—the boundless¬ 
ness of the universe, the connection of all being, and the 
all-comprehensive richness of individuality. Endlessness 
belongs to the universe as well as to God, only its endlessness 
is not an absolute one, beyond space and time, but weak¬ 
ened and concrete, namely unlimited extension in space 
and unending duration in time. Similarly, the universe is 
unity, yet nut a unity absolutely above multiplicity and 
diversity, but one which is divided into many members and 
obscured thereby. Even the individual is infinite in a cer¬ 
tain sense; for, in its own way, it bears in itself all that is, 
it mirrors the whole world from its limited point of view, is 
an abridged, compressed representation of the universe. 
As the members of the body, the eye, the arm, the foot, in¬ 
teract in the closest possible way, and no one of them can 
dispense with the rest, so each thing is connected with each, 
different from it and yet in hannony with it, so each con¬ 
tains all the others and is contained -by them. All is in all, 
for all is in the universe and in God, as the universe and 
God in all. In a still higher degree man is a microcosm 
{parvus mundiis), a mirror of the All, since he not merely, 
like other Ijeings, actually has in himself all that exists, but 
also has a knowledge of this richness, is capable of develop¬ 
ing it into conscious images of things. And it is just this 
which constitutes the perfection of the whole and of the 
parts, that the higher is in the lower, the cause in the effect, 
the genus in the individual, the soul in the body, reason in 
the senses, and conversely. To perfect, is simply to make 
active a potential possession, to unfold capacities and 
to elevate the unconscious into consciousness. Here 
we have the germ of the philosophy of Bruno and ot 
Leibnitz. 

As we have noticed a struggle between two opposite 
tendencies, one dualistic and Christian, one pantheistic and 
modern, in the theology of Nicolas, so at many other points 
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a conflict between the mediaeval and the modern view of 
the world, of which our philosopher is himself unconscious, 
becomes evident to the student. It is impossible to follow 
out the details of this interesting opposition, so we shall only 
attempt to distinguish in a rough w^ay the beginnings of the 
new from the remnants of the old. Modern is his interest 
in the ancient philosophers, of whom Pytliagoras, Plato, and 
the Neoplatonists especially attract him; modern, again, 
his interest in natural science* (he teaches not only the 
boundlessness of the world, but also the motion of the earth) ; 
his high estimation of mathematics, although he often 
utilizes this merely in a fanciful symbolism of numbers; 
his optimism (the world an image of the divine, everything 
perfect of its kind, the bad simply a halt on the way to the 
good) ; his intellectualism (knowing the primal function and 
chief mission of the spirit; faith an undeveloped knowledge; 
volition and emotion, as is self-evident, incidental results 
of thought; knowledge a leading back of the creature to 
God as its source, hence the counterpart of creation); 
modern, finally, the form and application given to the 
Stoic-Neoplatonic concept of individuality, and the ideal¬ 
istic view which resolves the objects of thought into pro¬ 
ducts thereof.f This last position, indeed, is limited by 
the lingering influence of nominalism, which holds the con¬ 
cepts of the mind to be merely abstract copies, and not 
archetypes of things. Moreover, explicatio, evolutio, un¬ 
folding, as yet does not always have the meaning of develop¬ 
ment to-day, of progressive advance. It denotes, quite 
neutrally, the production of a multiplicity from a unity, in 
which the former has Iain confined, no matter whether this 
multiplicity and its procession signify enhancement or 
attenuation. For the most part, in fact, involution, corn- 
plicatio (which, moreover, always means merely a primal, 

* The attention of our philosopher was called to the natural sciences, 
and thus also to geography, which at this time was springing into new 
life, by his friend Paul Toscanelli, the Florentine. Nicolas was the 
first to have the map of Germany engraved (cf. S. Ruge in Globus, 
voL lx., No. 1, 1891), which, however, was not completed until long 
after his death, and issued in 1491. 

*f On the m^ern elements in his theory of the state and of right, 
cf. Gierke, Das deutsche Genossenschaftsrecht, vol. iii. 5 11, 1881. 
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germinal condition, never, as in Leibnitz, the return thereto) 
rei>resents the more perfect condition. The chief examples 
of the relation of involution and evolution are the prin¬ 
ciples in which science is involved and out of which it is 
unfolded; the unit, which is related to numbers in a similar 
way; tlie spirit and the cognitive operations; God and his 
creatures. However obscure and unskillful this application 
of the idea of development may appear, yet it is indisputa¬ 
ble that a discovery of great i>romise has been made, ac¬ 
companied by a joyful consciousness of its fruitfulness. Of 
the numberless features which point backward to the Middle 
Ages, only one need be mentioned, the large space taken 
up by speculations concerning the God-man (the whole 
third book of the Dc Docta Ignorantia), and by those con¬ 
cerning the angels. Yet even here a change is noticeable, 
for the earthly and the divine are brought into most inti¬ 
mate relation, while in 'Fhomas Aquinas, for instance, they 
form two entirely sef)arate wa)rkls. In short, the new view 
of the world appears in Nicolas still bound on every hand 
by mediaeval conceptions. A century and a half passed be¬ 
fore the fetters, grown rusty in the meanwhile, broke under 
the bolder touch of Giordano Bruno. 

2. The Revival of Ancient Philosophy and the 
Opposition to it. 

Italy is the home of the Renaissance and the birthplace 
of important new ideas which give the intellectual life of 
the sixteenth century its character of brave endeavour 
after high and distant ends. The enthusiasm for ancient 
literature already aroused by the native poets, Dante (1300), 
Petrarch (1341), and Boccaccio (1350), w^as nourished by 
the influx of Greek scholars, part of whom came in pur¬ 
suance of an invitation to the Council of Ferrara and 
Florence (1438) called in behalf of the union of the 
Churches (among these were Pletho and his pupil Bessarion; 
Nicolas Cusanus was one of the legates invited), while part 
were fugitives from Constantinople after its capture by the 
Turks in 1453. The Platonic Academy, whose most cele¬ 
brated member, Marsilius Ficinus, translated Plato and the 
Neoplatonists into Latin, was founded in 1440 on the sug- 
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gestion of Georgius Gremistus Pletho’*' under the patronage 
of Cosimo dei Medici. The writings of Pletho (“On the 
Distinction between Plato and Aristotle’’), of Jiessarion 
(Adversus Calumniatortnii Platonis, 1469, in answer to the 
Comparatio Aristotelis et Platonis, 1464, an attack by the 
Aristotelian, George of Trebizond, on Pletho’s work), and of 
Ficinus (Theologia Platonica, 1482), show that the Platon¬ 
ism which they favored was colored by religious, mystical, 
and Neoplatonic elements. If for Bessarion and Ficinus, 
just as for the Eclectics of the later Academy, there w’as 
scarcely any essential distinction between the teachings of 
Plato, of Aristotle, and of Christianity; this confusion of 
heterogeneous elements w^as soon carried much farther, when 
the two Picos (John Pico of Mirandola, died 1494, and his 
nephew' Francis, died 1533) and Johann Reuclilin {De Verbo 
Mirijico, 1494; Dc Arte Cabbalistica, 1517), who had been in¬ 
fluenced by the former, intr(»duced the secret doctrines of 
the Jewish Cabala into the Platonic philosophy, and Cor¬ 
nelius Agrippa von Netteslieim of Cologne (Dc Occulta 
Philosophia, 1510; cf. Sigwart, Klcine Schriften, vol. i. p. 1 
seq,) made the mixture still worst by the addition of the 
magic art. '.rhc impulse of the modern spirit to subdue 
nature is here already apparent, only that it show^s in¬ 
experience in the selection of its instruments; before long, 
however, nature will willingly unveil to observ^atoin and calm 
reflection the secrets wliich she does not yield to the compul¬ 
sion of magic. 

A similar romantic figure was Phillipus Aureolus Theo¬ 
phrastus Bomljast Paracelsusf von Hohenheim (1493-1541), 
a traveled Swdss, who endeavored to reform medicine from 
the standpoint of chemistry. Philosophy for Paracelsus is 
knowledge of nature, in w^hich observation and thought must 
co-operate; speculation apart from experience and worship 

* Pleriio died at an advanced age in 1450. His chief work, the 
No'Moi. was given to the flames by his Aristotelian opponent, Georgius 
Scholarius, surnamed Gennadius, Patriarch of Constantinople. Portions 
of it only, which had previously become known, have been preserved. 
On Pletho’s life and teachings, cf. Fritz Schultzc, G, G. Plethon, Jena, 
1874 . 

t On Paracelsus cf. Sigwart, Kleinc Schrijicn, vol. i. p. 25 seq, ; 
Eucken, Beitrdge zur Geschichteder neueren Philosophies p. 32 seq,; 
Lasswitz, Geschichte der AtomistiXj vol. i. p. 294 seq. 
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of the paper-wisdom of the ancients lead to no result. 
The world is a living whole, which, like man, the 
microcosm, in whom the whole content of the macro¬ 
cosm is concentrated as in an extract, runs its life course. 
Originally all things w’ere promiscuously intenningled 
in a unity, the God-created prime materia, as though in¬ 
closed in a germ, whence the manifold, with its various 
forms and colors, proceeded by separation. The develop¬ 
ment then proceeds in such a way that in each genus 
that is perfected which is posited therein, and does not cease 
until, at the last day, all that is possible in nature and his¬ 
tory shall have fulfilled itself. But the one indwelling life 
of nature lives in all the manifold forms; the same laws 
rule in the human body as in the universe; that which 
works secretly in the former lies open to the view in the 
latter, and the world gives the clew to the knowledge of 
man. Natural becoming is brought about by the chemical 
separation and coming together of substances; the ulti¬ 
mate constituents revealed by analysis are the three 
fundamental substances or primitive essences, quicksilver, 
sulphur, and salt, by which, however, something more prin- 
cipiant is understood than the empirical substances bearing 
these names: mercurius means that w^hich makes bodies 
liquid, sulfur, that which makes them combustible, sal, that 
which makes them fixed and rigid. From these are com¬ 
pounded the four elements, each of which is ruled by 
elemental spirits—earth by gnomes or pygmies, water by 
undines or nymphs, air by sylphs, fire by salamanders (cf. 
with this, and with Paracelsus’s theory of the world as a 
whole, Faust’s two monologues in Goethe’s drama) ; which 
are to be understood as forces or sublimated substances, not 
as personal, demoniacal beings. To each individual being 
there is ascribed a vital principle, the Archeus, an indivi¬ 
dualization of the general force of nature, Vulcanus; so also 
to men. Disease is a checking of this vital principle by con¬ 
trary powers, which are partly of a terrestrial and partly of 
a sidereal nature; and the choice of medicines is to be deter¬ 
mined by their ability to support the Archeus against 
its enemies. Man is, however, superior to nature—^he is not 
merely the universal animal, inasmuch as he is completely 
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tliat which other beings are only in a fragmentary way ; 
but, as the image of God, he has also an eternal element in 
him, and is capable of attaining perfection through the ex¬ 
ercise of his rational judgment. Paracelsus distinguishes 
three worlds: the elemental or terrestrial, the astral or ce¬ 
lestial, and the spiritual or divine. To the three worlds, 
which stand in relations of sympathetic interaction, there 
correspond in man the body, which nourishes itself on the 
elemements, the spirit, whose imagination receives its food, 
sense and thouglits, from the spirits of the stars, and, finally, 
the immortal soul, which finds its nourishment in faith in 
Christ. Hence natural philosophy, astronomy, and the¬ 
ology are the pillars of anthropology, and ultimately of 
medicine. This fantastic physic of Paracelsus found many 
adherents both in theory and in practice.**' Among those 
who accej)ted and developed it may be named R. Fludd 
(died 1637), and the two Van Helmonts, father and son 
(died 1644 and 16!>9). 

Picside the Platonic philosophy, others of the ancient 
systems were also revived. Stoicism was commended by 
Justus Lipsius (died 1606) and Caspar Schoppe (Scioppius, 
born 1562); Epicureanism was revived by Gassendi 
(1647), and rhetorizing logicians went back to Cicero and 
Quintilian. Among the latter were Laurentius Valla (died 
1457); R, Agricola (died 1485); the Spaniard, Ludovicus 
Vives (1531), who referred inquiry from the authority of 
Aristotle to the methodical utilization of experience; and 
Marius Nizolius (1553), whose Antibarbarus was reissued 
by Leibnitz in 1670. 

The adherents of Aristotle w^ere divided into two parties, 
one of which relied on the naturalistic interpretation of the 
Greek exegete, Alexander of Aphrodisias (about 200 a. d.), 
the other on the pantheistic interpretation of the Arabian 
commentiator, Averroes (died 1198). The conflict over 
the question of immortality, carried on especially in 
Padua, was the culmination of the battle. The Alexan- 

• The influence of Paracelsus, as of Vives and Campanclla, is 
evident in the great educator, Amos Comcnius (Komensky, 1592-1670), 
whose pansophical treatises appeared in 1637-68. On Comenius ^ 
Pappenheim, Berlin, 1871 ; Kvacsala, Doctor’s Dissertation, Leipsic, 
1886 ; Walter Mueller, Dresden, 1887. 
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drists asserted that, according to Aristotle, the soul was 
mortal, the Averroists, that the rational part which is 
common to all men was immortal; while to this w^ere 
added the further questions, if and how the Aristotelian 
view could be reconciled with the Church doctrine, which 
demanded a continued personal existence. The most 
eminent Aristotelian of the Renaissance, Petrus Pompona- 
tius (De Innnortalitc Anhnce, 1516; De Fata, Lihero 
Arbitrio, Promdentia et Prcedcstinatione) ,wsls on the side of 
Alexandrists. Achillini and Niphus fought on the other 
side. Caisalpin (died 1603), Zabarella, and Cremonini 
assumed an intermediate, or, at least, a less decided position. 
Still others, as Faber Stapulensis in Paris (1500), and 
Desiderius Erasmus (1520), were more interested in secur¬ 
ing a correct text of Aristotle’s works than in his philoso¬ 
phical principles. 

Among the Anti-Aristotelians only two famous names 
need be mentioned, that of the influential frenchman, 
Petrus Ramus, and the (merman, Taurellus. Pierre de la 
Ramee (assassinated in the massacre of Si, Bartholomew, 
1572), attacked the (unnatural and useless) Aristotelian 
logic in his Anstotclicce Animadversiones, 1543, objecting, 
with the Ciceronians mentioned above, to the separation 
of logic and rhetoric; and attempted a new logic of his 
own, in his Institutiones Dialectical, which, in spite of its 
formalism, gained acceptance, especially in Germany.* 
Nicolaus Oechslein, Latinized Taurellus (born in 1547 at 
Mompelgard; at his death, in 1606, professor of medicine in 
the University of Altdorf), stood quite alone because of his 
independent position in reference to all philoso-phical and 
religious parties. His most important works were his Philo¬ 
sophies Triumphus, 1573; Synopsis Aristotelis Metaphysicoe, 
1596; Alpes Ccesce (against Csesalpin, and the title pun¬ 
ning on his name), 1597; and De Return JEternitate, 1604.t 
The thought of Taurellus inclines toward the ideal of a 
Christian philosophy; which, however. Scholasticism, in his 

•On Ramus c£. Waddington’s treatises, one in Latin, Paris, 1849, 
the other in French, Paris, 1855. 

t Schmid'Schwarzenburg has written on Taurellus, 1860, 2d ed., 

1864 
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view, did not attain, inasmuch as its thonglit was heathen 
in its blind reverence for Aristotle, even though its faith 
was Christian. In order to heal this breach between tlic 
head and the heart, it is necessary in religion to return 
from confessional distinctions to Christianity itself, and 
in philosophy, to abandon authority for the reason. We 
should not seek to 1)e Lutherans or Calvinists, but simply 
Christians, and we should judge on rational grounds, in¬ 
stead of following Aristotle, Averroes, or Thomas Aquinas. 
Anyone who does not aim at the harmony of theology and 
philosophy, is neither a Christian nor a philosopher. One 
and the same God is the primal source of both rational and 
revealed truth. Philosophy is the basis of theology, theo¬ 
logy the criterion and complement of philosophy. 1'he 
one starts with effects evident to the senses and leads to 
the suprasensible, to the First Cause; the other follows 
the reverse course. To philosophy belongs all that Adam 
knew or could know before the fall; had there been no sin, 
there would have been no other than philosophical knowl¬ 
edge. But after the fall, the reason, which informs us, it is 
true, of the moral law, but not of the divine purpose of 
salvation, would have led us to despair, since neither pun¬ 
ishment nor virtue could justify us, if revelation did not 
teach us the wonders of grace and redemption. Although 
Taurellus thus softens the opposition between theology 
and philosoi>hy, which had been most sharply expressed in 
the doctrine of “twofold truth” (that w’hich is true in 
philosophy may be false in theology, and conversely), and 
endeavors to bring the two into harmony, the antithesis 
between God and the world still remains for him im¬ 
movably fixed. God is not things, though he is all. He is 
pure affirmation; all without him is composed, as it were, 
of being and nothing, and can neither be nor be known 
independently: negatio non nihil est, alias nec esset nec in- 
telligeretur, sed liniitatio est affinmtionis. Simple being or 
simple affirmation is equivalent to infinity, eternity, unity, 
uniqueness,—^properties which do not belong to the world. 
He who posits things as eternal, sublates God. God and 
the world are opposed to each other as infinite cause and 
finite effect. Moreover, as it is our spirit which philoso- 
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phizes and not God’s spirit in us, so the faith through 
which man appropriates Christ’s merit is a free action of 
the human spirit, the capacity for which is inborn, not in¬ 
fused from above; in it, God acts merely as an auxiliary or 
remote cause, by removing the obstacles which hinder the 
operation of the power of faith. With this anti-pantheistic 
tendency he combines an anti-intellectualistic one—-being 
and productoin precedes and stands higher than contempla¬ 
tion ; God’s activity does not consist in thought but in pro¬ 
duction, and human blessedness, not in the knowledge but 
the love of God, even though the latter presupposes the 
former. While man, as an end in himself, is immortal— 
and the whole man, not his soul merely—the world of sense, 
which has been created only for the conservation of man 
(his procreation and probation), must disappear; above this 
world, however, a higher rears its walls to subserve man’s 
eternal happiness. 

The high regard which Leibnitz expressed for Taurellus 
may be in part explained by the many anticipations 
of his own thoughts to be found in the earlier writer. 
The intimate relation into which sensibility and under¬ 
standing are brought is an instance of this from the 
theory of knowledge. Receptivity is not passivity, but 
activity arrested (through the body). All knowledge is 
inborn; all men are potential philosophers (and, so far as 
they are loyal to conscience, Christians); the spirit is a 
thinking and a thinkable universe. Taurellus’s philosophy 
of nature, recognizing the relative truth of atomism, makes 
the world consist of manifold simple substances com¬ 
bined into formal unity: he calls it a well, constructed 
system of wholes. A discussion of the origin of evil is also 
given, with a solution based on the existence and misuse of 
freedom. Finally, it is to be mentioned to the great credit 
of Taurellus, that, like his younger contemporaries, Galileo 
and Kepler, he vigorously opposed the Aristotelian and 
Scholastic animation of the material world and the anthro¬ 
pomorphic conception of its forces, thus preparing the 
way for the modem view of nature to be perfected by 
Newton. 
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3. The Italian Philosophy of Nature. 

We turn now from the restorers of ancient doctrines and 
their opponents to the men who, continuing the opposition 
to the authority of Aristotle, point out new paths for the 
study of nature. The physician, Hieronymus Cardanus of 
Milan (1501-76), whose inclinations toward the fanciful 
were restrained, though not suppressed, by his mathemat¬ 
ical training, may be considered the forerunner of the 
school. While the people should accept the dogmas of 
the Church with submissive faith, the thinker may and 
should subordinate all things to the truth. The wise man 
belongs to that rare class who neither deceive nor are de¬ 
ceived; others are either deceivers or deceived, or both. 
In his theory of nature, Cardanus advances two prin¬ 
ciples: one passive, matter (the three cold and moist 
elements), and an active, formative one, the world-soul, 
which, pervading the All and bringing it into unity, appears 
as warmth and light. The causes of motion are attraction 
and repulsion, which in higher beings become love and hate. 
Even superhuman spirits, the demons, are subject to the 
mechanical laws of nature. 

The standard bearer of the Italian philosophy of nature 
was Bernardinus Telesius* of Cosenza (1508-88; De Rerum 
Natura juxta Propria Principia, 1565, enlarged 1586), 
the founder of a scientific society in Naples called the Tele- 
sian. or after the name of his birthplace, the Cosentian 
Academy. Telesius maintained that the Aristotelian doc¬ 
trine must be replaced by an unprejudiced empiricism; that 
nature must be explained from itself, and by as few princi¬ 
ples as possible. Beside inert matter, this requires only 
two active forces, on whose interaction all becoming and 
all life depend. These are warmth, which expands, and 
cold, which contracts; the former resides in the sun and 

*Cf. on Telesius, Fiorentino, 2 vols., Naples, 1872-74; K. Hciland, 
Er\enntmsslchre und Ethi\ des Telesius^ Doctor’s Dissertation at 
I-cipsic, 1891. Further, Rixncr and Siber, Leben und Lchrmeinungen 
beriihmter Physiker am Ende des XVL und am Anfang des XVIL 
]ahrhundertSy Subbach (1819-26), 7 Hcftc, 2d ed., 1829. Hcfte 2-6 
discuss Cardanus, Telesius, Patritius, Bruno, and Campanella ; the 
first is devoted to Paracelsus, and the seventh to the older Van 
Hclmont (Joh. Bapt.). 

3 
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thence proceeds, the latter is situated in the earth. Al¬ 
though Tciesius acknowledges an immaterial, immortal 
soul, he puts ilie emphasis on sensuous experience, without 
whicli the understanding is incapable of attaining certain 
knowledge. He is a sensationalist both in the theory of 
knowledge and in ethics, holding the functions of judgment 
and thought deducihle from the fundamental power of per¬ 
ception, and considering the virtues different manifesta¬ 
tions of the instinct of self-preservation (which he ascribes 
to matter as well). 

With the name of Telesius we usually associate that of 
Franciscus Patritius (1529-97), professor of the Platonic 
philosophy in Ferrara and Rome {Discussioucs Peripatcticcc, 
1581; Nova de Universis Philosophia, 1591), who, com¬ 
bining Neoplatonic and 'J'elesian principles, holds that the 
incorporeal or spiritual light emanates from the divine 
original light, in wliich all reality is seminally contained; 
the heavenly or ethereal light from the incorporeal; and the 
earthly or corporeal, from the heavenly—while tlie original 
light divides into three persons, the One and All ( Unomnia), 
unity or life, and spirit. 

The Italian philosophy of nature culminates in Bruno 
and Campanella, of whom the former, although he is the 
earlier, appears the more advanced because of. his freer 
attitude towards the Church. Giordano Bruno w^as born in 
1548 at Nola, and educated at Naples; abandoning his 
membership in the Dominican Order, he lived, with various 
changes of residence, in France, England, and Germany. 
Returning to his native land, he was arrested in Venice and 
imprisoned for seven years at Rome, where, on February 
17, 1600, he suffered death at the stake, refusing to re¬ 
cant. (The .same fate overtook his fellow-countryman, 
Vanini, in 1619, at Toulouse.) Besides three didactic poems 
in Latin (Frankfort, 1591), the Italian dialogues, Della 
Causa, Principio ed Uno, Venice, 1584 (German translation 
by Lasson, 1872), are of chief importance. The Italian 
treatises have been edited by Wagner, Leipsic, 1829, and 
by De Lagarde, 2 vols., Gottingen, 1888; the Latin ap¬ 
peared at Naples, in 3 vols., 1880, 1886, and 1891. Of a 
passionate and imaginative nature, Bruno was not an essen- 
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tially creative thinker, but borrowed the ideas which he pro¬ 
claimed with burnii\£^ enthusiasm and lofty eloquence, and 
through wdiich he has exercised great influence on later 
philosophy, from \d'e]esius and Nicolas, complaining the 
w-hile that the priestly garb of the latter sometimes hin¬ 
dered the free movement of his thought. Meside these 
thinkers he has a high regard for Pythagoras, Plato, Lucre- 
tins, i^aymundus Lullus, and Copernicus (died 1543).* He 
forms the transition link between Nicolas of Cusa and 
I.,eibnitz, as also the link between Cardanus and Spinoza. 
To vSpinoza Bruno oflfered the naturalistic conception of 
God (God is the ‘Tirst cause*' immanent in the universe, 
k) which self-manifestation or self-revelation is essential; 
He is mitura naturans, the numberless worlds are nalura 
naturata) ; Leibnitz he anticipated by his doctrine of the 
‘‘monads,*’ the individual, imperishable elements of the 
existent, in which matter and form, incorrectly divorced by 
Aristotle as though two antithetical principles, constitute 
one unity. 1'hc characteristic traits of the philosophy of 
Bruno are the lack of differentiation between pantheistic 
and individualistic elements, the mediaeval animation and 
endlessness of the world, and, finally, the religious relation 
to the universe or the extravagant deification of nature 
(nature and the world arc entirely synonymous, the All, 
the svorld-soul, and God nearly so, while even matter is 
called a divine l)cing).f 

Bruno completes the Copemican picture of the w^orld by 
doing away wdth the motionless circle of fixed stars with 
which Copernicus, and even Kepler, had thought our solar 

* Nicolaus Copernicus (Koppernik; 1473-1543) was born at 
Thorn ; studied astronomj^, law, and medicine at Cracow, Bologna, and 
Padua ; and died a Canon of Frauenberg. His treatise, De Revolu- 
tionibus Orhium Ccelestium, which was dedicated to Pope Paul III., 
appeared at Nuremberg in 1543, with a preface added to it by the 
preacher, Andreas Osiander, which calls the heliocentric system merely 
an hypothesis advanced as a basis for astronomical calculations. 
Copernicus reached his theory rather by speculation than by observa¬ 
tion ; its first suggestion came from the ^thagorean doctrine of the 
modon of the earth. On Copernicus cf. Lcop. Prowe, vol. i. Coper- 
nicu/ Leben), vol. ii.. (Ur\unden), Berlin ^ 1883-84 ; and K. Lohmeyer 
in Sybel’s Historische Zeitschrijt, vol. Ivii., 1887. 

f Cf. on Bruno, H. Bninnhofer (somewhat too enthusiastic), 
Lcipsic, 1882 ; also Sigwart, Kleine Schrijten, vol. i. p. 49 seq. 
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system surrounded, and by opening up the view into the 
immeasurability of the world. With this the Aristotelian 
antithesis of the terrestrial and the celestial is destroyed. 
The infinite space (filled with the aether) is traversed by 
numberless bodies, no one of which constitutes the center 
of the world. The fixed stars are suns, and, like our own, 
surrounded by planets. The stars are formed of the same 
materials as the earth, and are moved by their own souls 
or foniis, each a living being, each also the residence of 
infinite^ numerous living beings of various degrees of per¬ 
fection, in whose ranks man by no means takes the first 
place. All organisms are composed of minute elements, 
called minima or monads: each monad is a mirror of the 
All; each at once cori:K)real and sonl-like, matter and fonn, 
each eternal: their combinations alone being in constant 
change. The universe is botmdless in time, as in space; 
development never ceases, for the fullness of forms which 
slumber in the womb of matter is inexhaustible. The 
Absolute is the primal unity, exalted above all antitheses, 
from which all created being is unfolded and in which it re¬ 
mains included. All is one, all is out of (iod and in God. In 
the living unity of the universe, also, the two sides, the 
spiritual (world-soul), and the corporeal (universal 
matter), are distinguishable, but not separate. The world- 
reason pervades in its omnipresence the greatest and the 
smallest, but in varying degrees. It weaves all into one 
great system, so that if we consider the whole, the conflicts 
and contradictions which rule in particulars disappear, re¬ 
solved into the most perfect harmony. Whoever thus re¬ 
gards the world, becomes filled with reverence for the Infinite 
and bends his wdll to the divine law—^from true science 
proceed true religion and true morality, those of the spiri¬ 
tual hero, of the heroic sage. 

Thomas Campanella* (1568-1639) was no less dq^endent 
on Nicolas and Telesius than Bruno. A Calabrian by birth 
like Telesius, whose writings filled him with aversion to 
Aristotle, a Dominican like Bruno, he was deprived of his 
freedom on an unfounded suspicion of conspiracy against 

* Campane]la’.s works have been edited by Al. d*Ancona, Turin, 
1854. Cf. Sigwart, Kleine Sc hr if ten, vol. i. p. 125 seq. 
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the Spanish rule, spent twenty-seven years in prison, and 
died in Paris after a short period of quiet. Renewing 
an old idea, Campanclla directed attention from the written 
volume of Scripture to the living book of nature as being 
also a divine revelation, nieology rests on faith (in the¬ 
ology, Campanella, in accordance with the traditions of his 
order, follows Thomas Aquinas) ; philosophy is based on 
perception, which in its instrumental part comprises mathe¬ 
matics and logic, and in its real j>art, the doctrine of nature 
and of morals, while metaphysics treats of the highest pre¬ 
suppositions and the ultimate grounds,—the pro- 

principles.*' Campanella starts, as Augustine before him and 
Descartes in later times, from the indisputable certitude of 
the spirit’s own existence, from which he rises to the certi¬ 
tude of God’s existence. On this first certain truth of my own 
existence there follow three others: my nature consists in 
the three functions of power, knowledge, and volition; I 
am finite and limited, might, wisdom, and love are in man 
constantly intermingled with their opposites, weakness, 
foolishness, and hate; my power, knowledge, and volition 
do not extend beyond the present. The being of God fol¬ 
lows from the idea of God in us, which can have been de¬ 
rived from no other than an infinite source. It would be 
impossible for so small a part of the universe as man to 
produce from himself the idea of a being incomparably 
greater than the whole universe. I attain a knowledge of 
God's nature from my own by thinking away from the latter, 
in wdiich, as in everything finite. 1 eing and non-being are 
intermingled, every limitation and negation, by raising to 
infinity my positive fundamental powers, posse, cognoscere, 
and velle, or potentia, sapientia, and amor, and by transfer¬ 
ring them to him, who is pure affirmation, ens entirely with¬ 
out non-ens. Thus T reach as the three pro-principles or 
primalities of the existent or the Godhead, omnipotence, 
omniscience, and infinite love. But the infrahuman world 
may also be judged after the analogy of our fundamental 
faculties. The universe and all its parts possess souls ; 
there is naught without sensation; consciousness, it is 
true, is lacking in the lower creatures, but they do not 
lack life, feeling, and desire, for it is impossible for the 
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animate to come from the inanimate. Everything loves and 
hates, desires and avoids. Plants are motionless animals, 
and their roots, mouths. Corporeal motion springs from an 
obscure, unconscious impulse of self-preservation; the heav¬ 
enly bodies circle about the sun as the center of sympathy; 
space itself seeks a content {horror vacui). 

The more imperfect a thing is, the more weakened is the 
divine being in it by non-being and contingency. The 
entrance of the naught into the divine reality takes place 
by degrees. First God projects from himself the ideal or 
archetypal world i mimdus archetyl^u^^), i.c., the totality of 
the possible. From this ideal world proceeds the meta- 
j)hysical world of eternal intelligences {uumdits mcntalis), 
including the angels, the world-soul, and human spirits. 
The third product is the mathematical world of space 
(mundus sent(^itemus), the object of geometry; the fourth, 
the temporal or corporeal world: the fifth, and last, the 
empirical world {mmidns situalis), in which everything 
appears at a definite point in s}>ace and time. All things 
not only love themselves and seek the conservation of their 
own -being, but strive back toward the original source of 
their being, to God; /.r., they possess religion. In man, 
natural and animal religion are completed l)y rational reli¬ 
gion, the limitations of which render a revelation necessary. 
A religion can be considered divine only wdien it is adapted 
to all, when it gains acceptance throtigh miracles and virtue, 
and Avhen it contradicts neither natural ethics nor the reason. 
Religion is union with God through knowledge, purity of 
will, and love. It is inborn, a law of nature, not, as Machia- 
velli teaches, a political invention. Campanella desired to 
see the unity in the divine government of the world em¬ 
bodied in a pyramid of states with the papacy at the apex: 
above the individual states was to come the province, then 
the l.'ingdoni, the empire, the (Spanish) world-monarchy, 
and, finally, the universal dominion of the Pope. The 
Church should be superior to the State, the vicegerent of 
God to tem])oral rulers and to councils. 
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4. Philosophy of the State and of Law. 

The originality of the modern doctrines of natural law 
was formerly overestimated, as it was not known to how 
considerable an extent the way had been prepared for them 
by the mediicval philosophy of the state and of law. It 
is evident from the equally rich and careful investigations 
of Otto Gierke* that in the political and legal theories of 
a Rodin, a Grotiiis, a Hobbes, a Rousseau, we have system¬ 
atic developments of principles long extant, rather than 
new principles produced with entire spontaneity. Their 
merit consists in the principiant expression and accentu¬ 
ation and tlie systematic development of ideas which the 
Middle Ages had produced, and which in part Ijelong to 
the common stock of Scholastic science, in part constitute 
the weapons of attack for bold innovators. Marsilius of 
Padua (Defensor Pans, 1325), Occam (died 1347), Gerson 
(about 14(X)), and the Ctisnny (Concordatfin CatlioHca, 
1433) especially, are now seen in a different light. ‘‘Under 
the husk of the mediaeval system there is revealed a continu¬ 
ously growing antique-modern kernel, which draws all the 
living constituents out of the husk, and finally bursts it” 
(Gierke, Deutsches Ccnosscnschaftsrecht, vol. iii. p. 312), 
Without going beyond the boundaries of the theocratico- 
organic view of the state prevalent in the Middle Ages, 
most of the conceptions whose full development was 
accoii’plished by the natural law of modern times were 
already employed in the Scholastic period. Here we 
already find the idea of a transition on the part of man 
from a pre-political natural state of freedom and equality 
into the state of citizenship; the idea of the origin of the 
state by a contract (social and of submission); of the sover¬ 
eignty of the ruler (rex major populo; plenitudo potestatis), 
and of popular sovereigntyj (populus major principe ); 

* Gierke, Johannes Althusius und die Entwickelung der naturre^ 
chtUchen Staatstheorien, Breslau, 1880; the same, Deutsches 
Genossensrhaftsrecht, vol. iii. §11, Berlin, 1881. Cf. further, Sigm. 
Riezler, Die literarischen Wider sachet der Pdpste, Leipsic, 1874 ; A. 
Franck, Rrformateurs et Publicistes de V Europe, Paris, 1864. 

t Nicolas* political ideas are discussed by T. Stumpf, Cologne, 
1865. 

tCf. F. von Bczold, Die Lekre von der Volfissouveranhat im 
Mitteldter, (Sybcl’s Historische Zeitschrift, vol. xxxvi., 1876). 
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of the original and inalienable prerogatives of the general¬ 
ity, and the innate and indestructible right of the individual 
to freedom; the thought that the sorvereign power is sup¬ 
erior to positive law {f^rinceps legibus solutus), but sub¬ 
ordinate to natural law; even tendencies toward the division 
of powers ( legislative and executive), and the representative 
system. These are germs which, at the fall of Scholast¬ 
icism and the ecclesiastical reformation, gain light and air 
for free development. 

The modern theory of natural law, of which Grotius was 
the most influential representative, began with Bodin and 
Althusius. The former conceives the contract by wliich 
the state is founded as an act of unconditional submission 
on the part of the conmiiinity to the ruler, the latter con¬ 
ceives it merely as the issue of a (revocable) commission; 
in the view of the one, the sovereignty of the people is 
entirely alienated, “transferred,"’ in that of the other, 
administrative authority alone is granted, “conceded,"’ while 
the sovereign prerogatives remain with the people. Bodin 
is the founder of the theory of absolutism, to which Grotius 
and the school of Pufendorf adhere, though in a more 
moderate form, and which Hobbes develops to the last 
extreme. Althusius, on the other hand, by his systematic 
development of the doctrine of social contract and the in¬ 
alienable sovereignty of the j>eople, became the forerunner 
of Locke* and Rousseau. 

The first independent political philosopher of the modern 
period was Nicolo Machiavelli of Florence (1469-1527). 
Patriotism was the soul of his thinking, questions of 
practical politics its subject, and historical fact its tesis.f 
He is entirely unscholastic and unecclesiastical. The power 
and independence of the nation are for him of supreme 
importance, and the greatness and unity of Italy, the goal 

* Ulrich Huber (1674) may be called the first representative of 
constitutionalism, and so the intermediate link between Althusius and 
Locke. Cf. Gierke, Althusius, p. 290. 

t In his Essays on the First Decade of JJvy (Discorsi), Machiavelli 
investigates the conditions and the laws of the maintenance of slates; 
while in The Prince (II Principe, 1515), he gives the principles for 
the restoration of a ruined state. Besides these he wrote a history of 
Florence, and a work on the art of war, in which he recommended 
the establishment of natbnal armies. 



PHILOSOPHY OF THE STATE AND OF LAW 


41 


of his political system. He opposes the Church, the 
ecclesiastical state, and the papacy as the chief 
hindrances to the attainment of these ends, and 
considers the means ])y which help may be given to 
the Fatherland. In normal circumstances a republican 
constitution, under which Sparta, Rome, and Venice have 
achieved greatness, would be the best. P>iit amid the 
corruption of the times, the only hope of deliverance is 
from the absolute rule of a strong prince, one not to be 
frightened back from severity and force. Should the ruler 
endeavor to keep within the bounds of morality, he would 
inevitably he ruined amid the general wickedness. Let him 
make himself liked, especially make himself feared, by the 
people; let him be fox and lion together; let him take care, 
when he must have recourse to bad means for the sake of 
the Inatherland, that they are justified by the result, and 
still to preserve the appearance of loyalty and honor when 
he is f(uccd to act in their despite—for the populace always 
judges by appearance and by results. The worst thing of 
all is half-way measures, courses intermediate between good 
and evil and vacillating l)etween reason and force. Even 
Moses had to kill the envious refractories, while Savonarola, 
the unarmed prophet, was destroyed. God is the friend of 
the strong, energy the chief virtue; and it is well when, as 
was the case with the ancient Romans, religion is associ¬ 
ated with it without paralyzing it. The current view of 
Christianity as a religion of humility and sloth, which 
preaches only the courage of endurance and makes its fol¬ 
lowers indifferent to worldly honor, is unfavourable to the 
development of political vigor. The Italians have been 
made irreligious by the Church and the priesthood; the 
nearer Rome, the less pious the people. When Machiavelli, 
in his proposals looking toward Lorenzo (II.) dei Medici 
(died 1519), approves any means for restoring order, it must 
be remembered that he has an exceptional case in mind, that 
he does not consider deceit and severity just, but only un¬ 
avoidable amid the anarchy and corruption of the time. 
But neither the loftiness of the end by which he is inspired, 
nor the low condition of moral views in his time, justifies 
his treatment of the laws as mere means to political ends, and 
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his unscrupulous subordination of morality to calculating 
prudence. Machiavelli's general view of the world and of 
life is by no means a comforting one. Men are simple, 
governed by their passions and by insatiable desires, dis¬ 
satisfied with what they have, and inclined to evil. They do 
good only of necessity; it is hunger, which makes them 
industrious and laws that render them good. Everything 
rapidly degenerates; power produces quiet, quiet, idleness, 
then disorder, and, finally, ruin, until men learn by mis¬ 
fortune, and so order and power again arise. History is a 
continual rising and falling, a circle of order and disorder. 
Governmental forms, even, enjoy no stability; monarchy, 
when it has run out into tyranny, is followed by aristocracy, 
which gradually passes over into oligarchy; this in turn is 
replaced by democracy, until, finally, anarchy becomes un¬ 
endurable, and a prince again attains power. No state, how¬ 
ever, is so powerful as to escape succunibing to a rival before 
it completes the circuit. IVotection against the corruption 
of the state is possi'ole only through the maintenance of its 
principles, and its restoration only by a return to the healthy 
source whence it originated. This is secured either by 
some external peril compelling to reflection, or internally, 
by wise thought, by good laws (framed in accordance with 
the general welfare, and not according to the ambition of a 
minorit} ), and by the example of good men. 

In the intenMl between Machiavelli and the system of 
natural law of Grotius, the Netherlander (T62S: De Jure 
Belli et Pads), belong the socialistic ideal state of the 
Englishman, Thomas More (De Optimo Reipublicce Statu 
deque Nova Insula Utopia, 1516), the political theory of the 
Frenchman, Jean Bodin (Six Livres de la Rfpuhlique, 1577, 
Latin 1584; also a philosophico-historical treatise, Methodus 
ad Pacilem Historiarum Cognitionem, and the Colloquium 
Heptaplomeres, edited by Noack, 1857), and the law of war 
of the Italian, Albericus Gentilis, at his death professor in 
Oxford (De Jure Belli, 1588). Common to these three was 
the advocacy of religious tolerance, from which atheists alone 
were to be excepted; common, also, their ethical standpoint 
in opposition to Machiavelli, while they are at one with him 
in regard to the liberation of political and legal science from 
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theology and the Church. With Gentilis (1551-1611) this 
separation assigns the first five commandments to divine, 
and the remainder to human law, the latter being based on 
the laws of human nature (especially the social impulse). 
In })lace of this derivation of law and the state from the 
nature of man, Jean Bodin (1530-96) insists on an histori¬ 
cal interpretation; endeavors, though not always with suc¬ 
cess, to give sharp definitions of political concepts rejects 
comx>osite state forms, and among the three pure forms, 
monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy, rates (hereditary) 
monarchy the highest, in which the subjects obey the laws 
of the monarch, and the latter the laws of (iod or of nature 
by resi)ecting the freedom and the property of the citizens. 
Scj far, no one has correctly distinguished between forms 
of the state and modes of administration. Even a demo¬ 
cratic state may be governed in a monarchical or aristo¬ 
cratic way. So far, also, there has been a failure to take 
into account national peculiarities and difierences of situa¬ 
tion, conditions to which legislation must ]>e adjusted. Tlie 
people of the temperate zone are inferior to those of the 
North in physical ])Ower and inferior to those of the South 
in speculative ability, but superior to both in political gifts 
and in the sense of justice. The nations of the North are 
guided by force, those of the South by religion, thosle 
between the two by reason. Mountaineers love freedom. 
A fruitful soil enervates men, when less fertile, it renders 
them temperate and industrious. 

Attention has only recently been called (by O. Gierke, in 
the work already mentioned, Heft vii. of his Untersuchnn- 
(jen ciir dcittschcn Stoats- mid RechtsgcschichtCy Breslau, 
1880) to the Westphalian, Johannes Altliusius (Althusen or 
Althaus) as a legal phiosopher wn)rthy of notice. He was 
born, 1557, in the Grafschaft Witgenstein; was a teacher of 
law in Herborn and Siegen from 1586, and vSjmdic in Emden 
from 1604 to his death in 1638. His chief legal work was 

* What is the state } What is sovereignty ? The former is defined 
as the rational and scprcmcly empowered control over a number of 
families and of whatever is common to them ; the latter is absolute 
and continuous authority over the state, with the right of imposing 
laws without being bound by them. The prince, to whom the 
sovereignty has been unconditionally relinquished by the people in 
the contract of submission, is accountable to God alone. 
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the Dicccologica, 1617 (a recasting of a treatise on Roman 
law which appeared in 1586), and his chief political work 
the Poliiica, 1603 (altered and enlarged 1610, and reprinted, 
in addition, three times before his death and thrice suhse- 
qiienily). Down U;> the beginning of the eighteenth 
centiir}' he was esteemed or opiX)scd as chief among the 
Moiiarchoniaclu, so called by the Scotchman, Barclay (De 
Regno ct Rcgali Poicstaic, 1600); since that time he has 
fallen into undeserved oblivion. "Phe sovereign power 
{majestas) of the people is untransferable and indivisible, 
the authority vested in the chosen wielder of the adminis¬ 
trative power is re\'ocable, and the king is merely the 
chief functionary; individuals are subjects, it is true, but 
the community retains its sovereignty and has its rights 
represented over against the chief magistrate by a college 
of ephors. If the prince violates the compact, the ejdiors 
are authorized and bound to depose the tyrant, and to 
banish or execute him. There is but one normal state- 
form ; monarchy and jx)lyarchy arc mere differences in 
administrative forms. Mention should finally be made of 
his valuation of the social groups which mediate between 
the individual and the state: the body politic is based on 
the narrower associations of the family, the corporation, 
the commune, and the province. 

While with Bodin the hish^rical, and with Gentilis the 
a priori method of treatment predominates, Hugo Grotius* 
combines both standpoints. He bases his system on the 
traditional distinction of two kinds of law’. The origin of 
positive law is historical, by voluntary enactment; natural 
law is rooted in the nature of man, is eternal, unchange¬ 
able, and everyw^here the same. He begins by distinguish- 

* Hugo dc Groot lived 1583-1645. He was born in Delft, bo* 
came Fiscal of Holland in 1607, and Syndic of Rotterdam and member 
of the States General in 1613. A leader of the aristocratic party with 
Oldenbarneveld, he adhered to the Arminians or Remonstrants, was 
thrown into prison, freed in 1621 tlirough the address of his wife, 
and fled to Paris, where he lived till 16^ as a private scholar, and, 
from 1635, as Swedish ambassador. Here he composed his epoch- 
making work, Dc Jure Belli et Pacts, 1625. Previous to this had 
appeared his treatise, De Veritate Religionis Christiante, 1619, and the 
Mare Liberum, 1609, the latter a chapter from his maid^ work^ 
De Jure Pradte, which was not printed until 1868. 
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ing with Gentilis the jus hurnanum from the jus dizinuin 
given in the Scriptures. The former determines, on the one 
hand, the legal relations of individuals and, on the other, 
those of whole nations; it is jus pcrsormle and jus gentium.*' 
The distinction ])etween natural and conventional law which 
has been already mentioned, finds place within both: the 
positive law of persons is called jus cimle, and the positive 
law of nations, jus gentium voluntarium. Positive law has 
its origin in regard for utility, while unwritten law finds its 
source neither in this nor (directly) in the will of God,t but 
in the rational nature of man. Man is by nature social, 
and, as a rational being, possesses the impulse toward 
ordered association. Unlawful means whatever renders 
such association of rational beings impossible, as the viola¬ 
tion of promises or the taking away and retention of the 
property of others. In the (pre-social) state of nature, all 
belonged to all, but through the act of taking possession 
(occupafio) property arises (sea and air are excluded from 
appropriation). Tn the state of nature everyone has the 
right to defend himself against attack and to revenge him¬ 
self on the evil-doer; but in the political community, 
founded by contract, personal revenge is replaced by punish¬ 
ment decreed by the civil power. The aim of punishment 
is not retribution, but reformation and deterrence. It 
belongs to God' alone to punish because of sin committed, 
the state can punish only to prevent it. (The antithesis 
quia peccatum cst—ne peccetur comes from Seneca.) 

This energetic revival of the distinction already com¬ 
mon in the Middle Ages between ''positive and natural,” 
which Lord Herbert of Cherbury brought forward at the 
same period (1624) in the philosoph}’' of religon, gave the 
* The meaning v^ hicll Grotius here gives to jus gentium ( = inter- 
natonal law), de})arts from the customary usage of the Scholastics, 
with w'hom it denotes the law uniformly acknowletlged among all 
nations. Thomas Aquinas understands by it, in distinction to jus 
iiatitrale proper, the sum of the conclusions deduced from this as a 
result of the development of human culture and its departure from 
primitive purity. Cf. Gierke, Althusius, p. 273 ; Deutsches Genossen- 
schaftsrccht, vol. iii. p. 612. On the meaning of natural law cf. Gierke’s 
Inaugural Address as Rector at Breslau, Naturrecht und Deutsches 
Recht, Frankfort-on-the-Main, 1883. 

f Natural law would be valid even if there were no God. With 
these words tlic alliance between the modern and the medisev'al philo¬ 
sophy of law is severed. 



46 


THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION 


catchword for a movement in practical philosophy whose de¬ 
velopment s extend into the nineteenth century. Not only 
the illumination period, but all modern philosophy down to 
Kant and Fichte, is under the ban of the antithesis, natural 
and artificial. In all fields, in etliics as well as in noetics, 
men return to the primitive or storm back to it, in the hope 
of finding there the source of all truth and tlie cure for all 
evils. Sometimes it is called nature, sometimes reason 
(natural law and rational law are synonymous, as also natural 
religion and the religion of the reason), by which is under¬ 
stood that which is permanent and everywhere the same in 
contrast to tlie temporary and the changeable, that which 
is innate in contrast to that which has been developed, in 
contrast, further, to that which has been revealed. What¬ 
ever passes as law in all places and at all times is natural 
law, says Grotius; that which all men believe forms the 
content of natural religion, says Lord Herbert. Before 
long it comes to be said: that alone is genuine, true, 
healthy, and valuable which has eternal and universal 
validity; all else is not only superfluous and valueless but 
of evil, for it must ])e unnatural and corrupt. This ste[) 
is taken by Deism, with the principle that whatever is not 
natural or rational in the sense indicated is unnatural and 
irrational. Parallel phenomena are not wanting, further, 
in the philosophy of law (Gierke, Althusius, p. 303, note 
99). But these errors must not be too harshly judged. 
Tb*e confidence with which they were made sprang from 
the real and the historical force of their underlying idea. 

As already stated, the “naturaf’ forms the antithesis to 
the supernatural, on the one hand, and to the historical, on 
the other. This combination of the revealed and the his¬ 
torical will not appear strange, if we remember that the 
mediaeval view of the world under criticism was, as Chris¬ 
tian, historico-religious, and, moreover, that for the phil¬ 
osophy of religion the two in fact coincide, inasmuch as 
revelation is conceived as an historical event, and the his¬ 
torical religions assume the character of revealed. The 
term arbitrary, applied to both in common, was question- 
aible, however: as revelation is a divine decree, so his¬ 
torical institutions are the products of human enactment. 



PHILOSOPHY OF THE STATE AND OF LAW 


47 


the state, the result of a contract, dogmas, inventions of 
the priesthood, the results of development, artificial con¬ 
structions! It took long ages for man to free himself from 
the idea of the artificial and conventional in his view of 
history. Hegel was the first to gather the fruit whose 
seeds had been sown by Leibnitz, Lessing, Herder, and the 
historical school of law. As often, however, as an attempt 
was made from this standpoint of origins to show laws in 
the course of history, only one could be reached, a law of 
necessary degeneration, interrupted at times by sudden 
restorations—thus tlie Deists, thus Machiavelli and Rous¬ 
seau. Everything degenerates, science itself only con¬ 
tributes to the fall—therefore, back to the happy begin¬ 
nings of things ! 

If, finally, we inquire into the position of the Church in 
regard to the questions of legal philosophy, we may say 
that, among the Protestants, Luther, appealing to the Scrip¬ 
ture text, declares rulers ordained by God and sacred, 
though at the same time he considers law and politics but 
remotely related to the inner man; that Melancthon, in his 
Elements of Ethics (1538), as in all his philosophical text¬ 
books,* went back to Aristotle, but found the source of 
natural law in the Decalogue, being followed in this by 
Oldendrop (1539), Hemming (1562), and B. Winkler 
(1615).t 

On the Catholic side, the Jesuits (the Order was founded 
in 1534, and confirmed in 1540), on the one hand, revived 
the Pelagian theory of freedom in opposition to the 
Luthero-Augustinian doctrine of the servitude of the will, 
and, on the other, defended the natural origin of the state 
in a (revocable) contract in opposition to its divine origin 
asserted by the Reformers, and the sovereignty of the 
people even to the sanctioning of tyrannicide. Bellannin 
(1542-1621) taught that the prince derives his authority 
from the people, and as the latter have given him power, 

so they retain the natural right to take it back and bestow it 
__ 0 
* The etooin of Mclancdion’s works by Brctschncidcr and Bindseil 
gives the ethical treatises in vol. xvi. and the other philosophical treatises 
in vol. xiii. (in part also in vols. xi and xx.). 

t Cf. C. V. Kaltenborn, Die VorlUufer des Hugo Grotius, Leipsic, 
1848. 
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elsewhere. The view of Juan Mariana (1537-1624; De Rege, 
is that, as the people in transferring rights to the 
prince retain still greater power themselves, they are entitled 
in given cases to call the king to account. If he corrupts the 
state hy evil manners, and, degenerating into the tyrant, 
despises religion and the laws, he may, as a public enemy, 
be deprived by anyone of his authority and his life. It is 
lawful to arrest tyranny in any way, and those have always 
been highly esteemed who, from devotion to the public 
welfare, have sought to kill the tyrant. 

5. Skepticism in France. 

Toward the end of the sixteenth century, and in the very 
country which was to become the cradle of modern phi¬ 
losophy, there appeared, as a forerunner of the new^ think¬ 
ing, a skepticism in which that was taken for complete and 
ultimate truth which with Descartes constitutes merely a 
mon^ent or transition point in the inquiry. The earliest 
and the most ingenious among the representatives of this 
philosophy of doubt was Michel dc Montaigne (1533-92), 
who in his Essays —which were the first of their kind and 
soon found an imitator in Bacon; they appeared in 1580 in 
two volumes, with an additional volume in 1588—combined 
delicate observation and keen thinking, boldness and pru¬ 
dence, elegance and solidity. The French honor him as 
one of their foremost writers. The most important among 
these treatises or essays is considered to be the “Apology 
for Raymond of Sabunde” (ii. 12) with valuable excursuses 
on faith and knowledge. Montaigne bases his doubt on the 
diversity of individual views, each man’s opinion differing 
from his fellow’s, while truth must be one. There exists no 
certain, no universally admitted knowledge. The human 
reason is feeble and blind in all things, knowledge is decep¬ 
tive, especially the philosophy of the day, which clings to 
tradition, which fills the memory^ with learned note-stuff, 
but leaves the understanding void and, instead of things, 
interprets interpretations only. Both sensuous and rational 
knowledge are untrustworthy: the former, because it can¬ 
not be ascertained whether its deliverances conform to 
reality, and the latter, because its premises, in order to be 
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valid, need others in turn for their own establishment, etc., 
ad infinitum. Every advance in inquiry makes our ignor¬ 
ance the more evident; the doubter alone is free. But 
though certainty is denied us in regard to truth, it is 
not withheld in regard to duty. In fact, a twofold rule of 
practical life is set up for us: nature, or life in accordance 
with nature and founded on self-knowledge, and superna¬ 
tural revelation, the Gospel (to be understood only by the 
aid of divine grace). Submission to the divine ruler and 
benefactor is the first duty of the rational soul. From 
obedience proceeds every virtue, from over-subtlety and 
conceit, which is the product of fancied knowledge, comes 
every sin. Montaigne, like all who know men, has a sharp 
eye for human frailty. He depicts the universal weakness 
of human nature and the corruption of his time with great 
vivacity and not without a certain pleasure in the obscene: 
and besides folly and passion, complains above all of the 
fact that so few understand the art of enjoyment, of which 
he, a true man of the world, was master. 

The skeptico-practical standpoint of Montaigne was de¬ 
veloped into a system by the Paris preacher, Pierre Charron 
(1541-1603), in his three books On Wisdom (1601). Doubt 
has a double o-bject: to keep alive the spirit of inquiry and 
to lead us on to faith. From the fact that reason and ex¬ 
perience are liable to deception and that the mind has at 
its disposal no means of distinguishing truth from false¬ 
hood, it follows that we are born not to possess truth but 
to seek it. Truth dwells alone in the bosom of God; for 
us doubt and investigation are the only good amid all the 
error and tribulation which surround us. Life is all 
misery. Man is capable of mediocrity alone; he can neither 
ht entirely good nor entirely evil; he is weak in virtue, 
weak in vice, and the best degenerates in his hands. Even 
religion suffers from the universal imperfection. It is 
dependent on nationality and country, and each religion is 
based on its predecessor; the supernatural origin of which 
all religions boast belongs in fact to Christianity alone, 
which is to be accepted with humility and with submission 
of the reason. Charron lays chief emphasis, however, on 
the practical side of Christianity, the fulfillment of duty; 

4 
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and the “ wisdom ” which forms the subject of his book 
is synonymous with uprightness {probite), the way to which 
is opened up by self-knowledge and whose reward is repose 
of spirit. And yet we are not to practise it for the sake of 
the reward, but because nature and reason, i,e„ God, abso¬ 
lutely (entirely apart from the pleasurable results of virtue) 
require us to be good. True uprightness is more than mere 
legality, for even when outward action is blameless, the 
motives may be mixed. “ I desire men to be upright without 
paradise and hell.*’ Religion seeks to crown morality, not 
to generate it; virtue is earlier and more natural than piety. 
In his definition of the relation between religion and 
ethics, his delimitation of morality from legality, and his 
insistence on the purity of motives (do right, because the 
inner rational law commands it), an anticipation of Kantian 
principles may be recognized. 

Under Francis Sanchez (died 1632; his chief work is 
entitled Quod Nihil Scitur ), a Portuguese by birth, and pro¬ 
fessor of medicine in Montpellier and Toulouse, skepticism 
was transformed from melancholy contemplation into a 
fresh, vigorous search after new problems. In the place 
of book-learning, which disgusts him by its smell of the 
closet, its continued prating of Aristotle, and its self-exhaus¬ 
tion in useless verbalism, Sanchez desires to substitute a 
knowledge of things. Perfect knowledge, it is true, can be 
hoped for only when subject and object correspond to each 
other. But how is finite man to grasp the infinite universe? 
Experience, the basis of all knowledge, gropes about the 
outer surface of things and illumines particulars only, with¬ 
out the ability either to penetrate to their inner nature 
or to comprehend the whole. We know only what we 
produce. Thus God knows the world which he has made, 
but to us is vouchsafed merely an insight into mediate or 
second causes, causce secunda. Here, however, a rich field 
still lies open before philosophy—only let her attadk her 
problem with observation and experiment rather than with 
words. 

The French nation, predisposed to skepticism by its pre¬ 
vailing acuteness, has never lacked representatives of skep¬ 
tical philosophy. The transition from the philosophers 
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of doubt whom we have described to the great Bayle was 
formed by La Mothc Ic Vayer (died 1672; five Dialor/ues, 
1671), the tutor of Louis XIV., and P. D. Huet(ius), 
Bishop of Avranches (died 1721), who agreed in holding 
that a recognition of the weakness of the reason is the best 
preparation for faith. 


6. German Mysticism. 

In a period which has given birth to a skeptical phi¬ 
losophy, one never looks in vain for the complementary 
phenomenon of mysticism. The stone offered by doubt in 
place of bread is incapa])lc of satisfying the impulse after 
knowledge, and when the intellect grows weary and despair¬ 
ing, the heart starts out in the quest after truth. Then its 
path leads inward, the mind turns in upon itself, seeks to 
learn the truth by inner experience and life, by inward feel¬ 
ing and possession, and w’aits in quietude for divine illumi¬ 
nation. The German mysticism of Eckhart* (about 1300), 
which had been continued in Suso and Tauler and had 
received a practical direction in the Netherlands,—^Ruys- 
brock (about L'^50) to 'Fhomas a Kempis (about 1450),— 
now i)uts forth new branches and blossoms at the turning 
point of the centuries. 

Luther himself was originally a mystic, with a high 
appreciation of Tauler and Thomas a Keniipis, and pub¬ 
lished in 1518 that attractive little book by an anonymous 
Frankfort author, the German Theology, When, later, he 
fell into literalism, it was the mysticism of German Protes¬ 
tantism which, in opposition to the new orthodoxy, held 
fast to the original j)rinciple of the Reformation, i.e., to the 
principle that faith is not assent to historical facts, not the 
acceptance of dogmas, but an inner experience, a renewal 
of the whole man. Religion and theology must not b§ 

* Master Eckhart’s Worlds have been edited by F. Pfeiffer, Leipsic, 
1857, The following have written on him : Jos. Bach, Vienna, 1864; 
Ad. Lasson, Berlin, 1868 ; the same, in tlie second part of Ueberweg’s 
Grundriss, last section ; Denifle, in the Archiv jur Utttratuf und 
Kulturgeschichte des Mitteldters, ii. 417 seq,; H. Sicbeck, Der Begriff 
des Gemuts in der deutschen MysUl^ {Beitrdge zur EnUtehungsges- 
chichte der neueren Psychologic, i), Giessen Programme, 1891. 
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confounded. Religion is not doctrine, hut a new birth. 
With Schwenckfeld, and also with Franck, mysticism is 
still essentially pietism; with Weigel, and by the addition 
of ideas from Paracelsus, it is transformed into theosophy, 
and as such reaches its culmination in Bohme. 

Caspar Schwenckfeld sought to spiritualize the Lutheran 
movement and protested against its being made into a 
pastors’ religicni. Though he had been aroused by Luth¬ 
er’s pioneer feat, he soon saw that the latter had not gone 
far enough; and in his Letter on the Eucharist, 1527, he 
defined the ]X)ints of difference Ijetween Luther’s view of 
the Sacrament and his own. Luther, he maintained, had 
fallen back to an historical view of faith, whereas the faith 
which saves can never consist in the outward acceptance 
of an historical fact. He who makes salvation dependent 
on preaching and the vSacrament, confuses the invisible 
and the \ isihle Church, Ecclesia interna and externa. The 
layman is his own priest. 

According to Sebastian Franck (1500-45), there are in 
man, as in everything else, two principles, one divine and 
one selfish, Christ and Adam, an inner and an outer man; 
if he submits himself to the former (l)y a timeless choice), 
he is spiritual, if to the latter, carnal, (lod is not the cause 
of sin, but man, who turns the divine power to good or 
evil. He who denies himself to live God is a Christian, 
whether he knows and confesses the Gospel or not. Faith 
does not consist in assent, but in inner transformation. 
The historical element in Christianity and its ceremo¬ 
nial observances are only the external form and garb (its 
''figure”), have merely a symbolic significance as media of 
communication, as forms of revelation for the eternal truth, 
procladmed but not founded by Christ; the Bible is merely 
the shadow of the living Word of God. 

^ Valentin Weigel fborn in 1533, pastor in Zschopau from 
1567), whose works were not printed until after his death, 
combines his predecessors’ doctrine of inner and eter¬ 
nal Christisinity with the microcosmos-idea of Paracelsus. 
God, who lacks nothing, has not created the world in order 
to gain, but in order to give. Man not only bears the earthly 
world in his body, and the heavenly world of the angels in 
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his reason (his spirit), but by virtue of his intellect (his im¬ 
mortal soul) participates in the divine world also. As he 
is thus a microcosm and, moreover, an image of God, all 
his knowledge becomes self-knowledge, both sensuous per¬ 
ception (which is not caused hy the object, l>ut only occa¬ 
sioned by it), and the knowledge of God. The literalist 
knows not God, but he alone who bears God in himself. 
Man is favored above other beings with the freedom to 
dwell in himself or in God. When man came out from God, 
he was his own tempter and made himself proud and selfish. 
Thus evil, whch had before remained hidden, was revealed, 
and became sin. As the separation from God is an eternal 
act, so also redemption and resurrection form an inner event. 
Christ is born in everyone who gives up the T-ness (ichheit) ; 
each regenerate man is a son of God. But no vicarious 
suftering can save him who does not put off the old Adam, 
no matter how much an atheology sunk in literalism may 
comfort itself with the hoi)c that man can “ drink at an¬ 
other's cost'" (tliat the merit of another is imputed to him).* 
German mysticism reaches its culmination in the Gorlitz 
cobbler, Jac(d3 Bohme (1575-1624; Aurora, or the Rising 
Dazm ; Mystcrium Magnum, or on the First Book of Moses, 
etc. The w'orks of Bohme, collected by his apostle, Gichtel, 
ai:)peared in 1682 in ten volumes, and in 1730 in six volumeii; 
a new edition w^as prepared by Schiebler in 1831—47, with 
a second edition in 1861 seq.). Bohme’s doctrinet centres 
about the problem of the origin of evil. He transfers this 
to God himself and joins therewith the leading thought of 
Eckhart, that God goes through a process, that he proceeds 
from an unrevealed to a revealed condition. At the sight 
of a tin vessel glistening in the sun, he conceived, as by 
inspiration, the idea tliat as the sunlight reveals itself on 
the dark vessel so all light needs darkness and all good 
evil in order to appear and to become knowable. Every¬ 
thing becomes perceptible through its opposite alone: 
gentleness through sternness, love through anger, affimia- 
• Weigel is discussed by J. O. Opel, Leipsic, 1864. 
t Cf. Windclband’s fine exposition, Geschichte der neueren Philo^ 
Sophie, vol. i. § 19. The following have written <5n Bohme; Fr. Baadcr 
(in vols. iii. and xiii. of his Wer^e) ; Hamberger, Munich, 1844 ; H. 
A. Fechner, Gorlitz, 1857 ; A. v. Harlfcss, Berlin, 1870, new edidoii, 
Leipsic, 1882. 
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tion through negation. Without evil there would be no 
life, no movement, no distinctions, no revelation; all would 
be unqualified, uniform nothingness. And as in nature 
nothing exists in which good and evil do not reside, so in 
God, besides power or the good, a contrary exists, without 
w’hich he would remain unknown to himself. The theo- 
gonic process is twofold: self-knowledge on the part of God, 
and his revelation outward, as eternal nature, in seven 
moments. 

At the beginning of the first development God is wall with¬ 
out object, eternal quietude and rest, unqualified ground¬ 
lessness w’ithout determinate volition. Tint in this divine 
nothingness there soon aw^akes the hunger after the aught 
(soinew’hat, existence), the impulse to a])prehcnd and mani¬ 
fest self, and as God looks into and forms an image of him¬ 
self, he divides into Father and Son. Tlie Son is the eye 
wdth which the Father intuits himself, and the proces¬ 
sion of this vision from the groundless is the Holy Fihost. 
Thus far God, wdio is one in three, is only understanding 
or wisdom, wdierein the images of all the possible are con¬ 
tained; to the intuition of self must lie added divisilulity; it 
is only through the antithesis of the revealed God and the 
unrevealed groundless that the former becomes an actual 
tfinity (in which the persons stand related as essence, power, 
and activitv), and the latter becomes desire or nature in 
God. 

At the creation of the w^orld seven equally eternal qual¬ 
ities, source-spirits or nature-forms, are distinguished in the 
divine nature. First comes desire as the contractile, tart 
quality or pain, from which proceed hardness and heat; next 
comes mobility as the expansive, sweet quality, as this show's 
itself in w'ater. As the nature of the first was to bind and 
the second was fluid, so they both are combined in the bitter 
quality or the pain of anxiety, the principle of sensibility. 
(Contraction and expansion are the conditions of percepti¬ 
bility). From these three forms fright or lightning sud¬ 
denly springs forth. This fourth quality is the turning- 
point at which light flames up from darkness and the love 
of God breaks forth from out his anger; as the first three, or 
four, forms constitute the* kingdom of wrath, so the latter 
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three constitute the kingdom of joy. The fifth quality is 
called light or the warm fire of love, and has for its func¬ 
tions external animation and communication; the sixth, 
report and sound, is the principle of inner animation and 
intelligence; the seventh, the formative quality, corpo¬ 
reality, comprehends all the preceding in itself as their 
dwelling. 

The dark fire of anger (the hard, sweet, and bitter 
qualities) and the light fire of love (light, report, and cor¬ 
poreality), sej-iarated by the lightning-fire, in w^hich God’s 
w'rath is transformed into mercy, stand related as evil and 
good. The evil in God is not sin, but simply the inciting 
sting, the principle of movement; which moreover, is 
restrained, overcome, transfigured by gentleness. Sin arises 
only when the creature refuses to take part in the advance 
from darkness to light, and obstinately remains in the fire of 
anger instead of forcing his way through to the fire of love. 
Thus that which was one in God is divided. Lucifer be¬ 
comes enamored of the tart quality (the centrum naturae 
or the matrix) and will not grow into the heart of God; and 
it is only after such lingering behind that the kingdom of 
wrath become a real hell. Heaven and hell are not future 
conditions, but are experienced here on earth; he wdio 
instead of subduing animality -l>ecomes enamored of it, 
stands under the wTath of God: whereas he who abjures 
self dwells in the joyous kingdom of mercy. He alone 
truly believes w^ho himself becomes Christ, who repeats in 
himself what Christ suffered and attained. 

The creation of the material world is a result of Lucifer’s 
fall. Bohme’s description of it, based on the Mosaic account 
of creation, may be passed without notice; similarly his 
view of cognition, familiar from the earlier mystics, that all 
knowledge is derived from self-knowledge, that our destina¬ 
tion is to comprehend God from ourselves, and the world 
from,God. Man, whose body, spirit, and soul hold in them 
the earthly, the sidereal, and the heavenly, is at once a 
microcosm and a “little God.’’ 

Under the intractable form of Bohme’s speculations and 
amid their riotous fancy, no one will fail to recognize their 
true-hearted sensibility and an unusual depth and vigor of 
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thouight. They found acceptance in England and France, 
and have been revived in later times in the systems of 
Baader and Schelling. 


7. The Foimdaticm of Modern Physics. 

In no field has the modern period so completely broken 
with tradition as in physics. 'I'he correctness of the Co- 
pernican theory is proved by Kepler’s laws of planetary 
moveinent, and Galileo’s telescopical Oibservations; the 
scientific theory of motion is created by Galileo’s laws of 
projectiles, falling bodies, and the pendulum; astronomy 
and mechanics form the entrance to exact physics—Des¬ 
cartes ventures an attempt at a comprehensive mechanical 
explanation of nature. And thus an entirely new move¬ 
ment is at hand. Forerunners, it is true, had not been lack¬ 
ing. Roger Bacon (1214-94) had already sought to obtain 
an empirical knowledge of nature based upon mathematics; 
and the great painter Leonardo da Vinci (1452-1519) had 
discovered the principles of mechanics, though without gain¬ 
ing much influence over the work of his contemporaries. It 
was reserved for the triple star which has been mentioned 
to overthrow Scholasticism. The conceptions with which 
the Scholastic-Aristotelian philosophy of nature sought to 
get at phenomena—substantial forms, properties, qualitative 
change—are thrown aside; their place is taken by matter, 
forces working under law, rearrangement of parts. The in¬ 
quiry into final causes is rejected as an anthroponiorphosis 
of natural events, and deduction from efficient causes is 
alone accepted as scientific explanation. Size, shape, num¬ 
ber, motion, and law are the only and the sufficient princi¬ 
ples of explanation. For nu^nitudes alone are knowable; 
wherever it is impossible to measure and count, to deter¬ 
mine force mathematically, there rigorous, exact science 
ceases. Nature a system of regularly moved i>arti(;Jes of 
mass; all that takes place mechanical movement, viz., the 
combination, separation, dislocation, oscillation of bodies 
and corpuscles; mathematics the organon of natural sci¬ 
ence! Into this circle of modem scientific categories are 
articulated, further, Galileo’s new conception of motion and 
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the conception of atoms, which, previously employed by 
physicists, as Daniel Sennert (1619) and others, is now 
brought into general acceptance by Gassendi, while the 
four elements are definitively discarded (Lasswitz, Ge- 
schichte d^r Atomistik, 1890). Still another doctrine of 
Dttnocritus is now revived; an evident symptom of the 
quantification and mechanical interpretation of natural phe¬ 
nomena being furnished by the doctrine of the subjectivity 
of sense qualities, in which, although on varying grounds, 
Kepler, Galileo, Descartes, Gassendi, and Hobbes agree.* 
Descartes and Hobbes will be discussed later. Here we 
may give a few notes on their fellow la:borers in the ser¬ 
vice of the mechanical science of nature. 

We begin with John Kcplerf (1571—1630; chief work, 
The New Astronomy or Celestial Physics, in Commentaries 
on the Motions oj Mars, 1609). Kepler's merit as an 
astronomer has long obscured his philosophical importance, 
although his discovery of the laws of planetary motion was 
the outcome of endeavors to secure an exact founda¬ 
tion for his theory of the w^orld. The latter is a*sthetic 
in character, centers about the idea of a universal world- 
harmony, and employs mathematics as an instrument of 
confirmation. For the fact that this theory satisfies the 
mind, and, on the whole, corresponds to our empirical im¬ 
pression of the order of nature, is not enough in Kepler's 
view to guarantee its truth; by exact methods, by means 
of induction and experiment, a detailed proof from 
empirical facts must be found for the existence not only 
of a general harmony, but of definitely fixed proportions. 
Herewith the philosophical application of mathematics 
loses that obscure mystical character which had clung to 
it since the time of Pythagoras, and had strongly mani¬ 
fested itself as late as in Nicolas of Cusa. Mathematical 
relations constitute the deepest essence of the real and the 
object of science. Where matter is, there is geometry; 
the latter is older than the world and as eternal as the 

• Cf. chaipter vi. in Natorp’s work on DescarteY Er\enntnisstheorie, 
Marburg, 1882, and the same author's Andekten zur Geschichte der 
Philosophie, in the Philosophische Monatshefte, vol. xvliii. 1882, p. 572. 
seq. 

t See Sigwart, Kleine Schriften, vol. L p. 182 seq.; R. Euckeni 
Beitrdgf zur Geschichte der neueren Philosophie, p. 54 seq. 
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divine Spirit; magnitudes are the source of things. True 
knowledge exists only where quanta are known; the pre¬ 
supposition of the capacity for knowledge is the capacity 
to count; the spirit cognizes sensuous relations by means of 
the pure, archetypal, intellectual relations born in it, which, 
before the advent of sense-impressions, have lain concealed 
behind the veil of possibility; inclination and aversion 
between men, their delight in beauty, the pleasant im¬ 
pression of a view, depend upon an unconscious and instinc¬ 
tive perception of proportions. This quantitative view of 
the w'orld, which, with a consciousness of its novelty as 
well as of its scope, is opposed to the qualitative view of 
Aristotle;* the opinion that the essence of the human 
spirit, as well as of the divine, nay, the essence of all things, 
consists in activity; that, consequently, the soul is always 
active, being conscious of its own harmony at least in a 
confused way, even when not conscious of external propor¬ 
tions; further, the doctrine that nature loves simplicity, 
avoids the su|>erfluous, and is accustomed to accomplish 
large results with a few principles—these remind one of 
Leibnitz. At the same time, the law of parsimony and the 
methodological conclusions concerning true hypotheses and 
real causes (an hypothesis must not be an artificially con¬ 
structed set of fictions, forcibly adjusted to reality, but 
is to trace back phenomena to their real grounds), obedi¬ 
ence to which enabled him to deduce a priori from causes 
the conclusions which Copernicus by fortunate conjecture 
had gathered inductively from effects—these made our 
thinker a forerunner of Newton. The physical method of 
explanation must not be corrupted either by theological 
conceptions (comets are entirely natural phenomena!) 
or by anthropomorphic views, which endow nature with 
spiritual powers. 

Intermediate between Bacon and Descartes, both in the 
order of time and in the order of fact, and a co-founder of 

* Aristotle erred when he considered qualitative distinctions 
(idem and aliud) ultimate. These are to be traced back to quantiative 
differences, and the diud or diversum is to be replaced by plus et 
minus. There is nothing absolutely light, but only relatively. Since 
all things arc distinguished only by “more or less,” the possibility 
of mediating members or proportions between them is given. 
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modern philosophy, st«inds Galileo Galilei (1564—1641).* 
Galileo exhibits all the traits characteristic of modern 
thinking: the reference from words to things, from memory 
to perception and thought, from authority to self-ascer¬ 
tained principles, from chance opinion, arbitrary opinion, 
and the traditional doctrines of the schools, to “ knowl¬ 
edge,” that is, to one’s own, well grounded, indisputable in¬ 
sight, from the study of human affairs to the study of 
nature. Study Aristotle, but do not become his slave; in¬ 
stead of yielding yourselves captive to his views, use your 
own eyes; do not believe that the mind remains unproduc¬ 
tive unless it allies itself with the understanding of another; 
coj^y nature, not copies merely! He equals Bacon in his 
high estimation of sensuous experience in contrast to the 
often illusory conclusions of the reason, and of the value 
of induction; but he does not conceal from himself the fact 
that observation is merely the first step in the process of 
cognition, leaving the chief rf»lc for the understanding. 
This, supjilemcnting the defect of experience—the im¬ 
possibility of observing all cases —hy its a pnori concept 
of law and with its inferences overstepping the bounds 
of experience, first makes induction possible, brings the 
facts established into connection (their combination 
under laws is thought, not experience), reduces them to 
their primary, simple, unchangeable, and necessary causes 
by abstraction from contingent circumstances, regulates 
perception, corrects sense-illusions, i,e,, the false judg¬ 
ments originating in experience, and decides concerning 
the reality or fallaciousness of phenomena. Demonstration 
based on experience, a close union of observation and 
thought, of fact and Idea (law)—these are the require¬ 
ments made by Galileo and brilliantly fulfilled in his dis¬ 
coveries ; this, the “ inductive speculation,” as Diihring 
tenns it, which derives laws of far-reaching importance 
from inconspicuous facts: this, as Galileo himself recog¬ 
nizes, the distinctive gift of the investigator. Galileo antici¬ 
pates Descartes in regard to the subjective character of sense 


• Cf. Natorp’s essay on Galileo, in vol. xviii. of the Pkilosophische 
Monatshefte, 1822. 
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qualities and their reduction to quantitative distinctions,’*' 
while he shares with him the belief in the typical character 
of mathematics and the mechanical theory of the world. 
The truth of geometrical propositions and demonstrations 
is as unconditionally certain for man as for God, only that 
man learns them by a discursive process, whereas God's in¬ 
tuitive understanding comprehends them with a glance 
and knows more of them than man. The ]>ook of the uni¬ 
verse is written in mathematical characters; motion is the 
fundamental phenomenon in the world of matter; our 
knowledge reaches as far as phenomena are measurable; 
the qualitative nature of force, l)ack of its quantitative de¬ 
terminations, remains unknown to us. When (jalileo main¬ 
tains that the tho pry is philosophically true 

and not merely astronomically useful, thus interpreting it 
as more than a hypothesis, lie is guided by the conviction 
that the simplest explanation is the most probable one, 
that truth and beauty are one, as in general he concedes a 
guiding though not a controlliiiig influence in scientific 
work to the iesthetic demand of the mind for order, har¬ 
mony, and unity in nature, to corre.spond to the wisdom of 
the Creator. 

One of the most noted and influential among the con¬ 
temporaries, countrymen, and opponents of Descartes, was 
the priest and natural scientist, Petrus Gassendi,t from 1633 
Provost of Digne, later for a short period professor of mathe¬ 
matics at Paris. His renewal of Epicureanism, to which he 
was impelled by temperament, by his reverence for Lucretius, 
and by the anti-Aristotelian tendency of his thinking, was of 
far more importance for modern thought than the attempts 

* This dcx:trinc is developed by Galileo in the controversial 
treatise against Padre Grassi, The Scales (II Saggiatore, 1623, in the 
Florence edition of his collected works, 1842 seq,, voL iv. pp. 149-369; 
c£. Natorp, Descartef Erl^enntnisstheorie, 1882, chap. vi.). In 
substance, itnorcovcr, this doctrine is found, as Hcusslcr remarks, 
Baco, p. in Bacon himself, in Valerius Terminus (Works, Spedding, 
vol. iii. pp. 217-252. 

t Pierre Gassend, 1592-1655 : On the Life and Character of Epi¬ 
curus, 1647; Notes on the Tenth Book of Diogenes Laertius, unth a 
Survey of the Doctrine of Epicurus, 1649. Works, Lyons, 1658, 
Florence, 1727. Cf. Lange, History of Materialism, brok i. §3, chap. I; 
Natorp, Analektcn, Philosophische Monatshefte, vol. xviii. 1882, 
p. 572 seq. 
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to revive the ancient systems which have been mentioned 
above (p. 29). Its superior influence depends on the fact 
that, in the conception of atoms, it oflfered exact inquiry a 
most useful point of attachment. The conflict between the 
Gassendists and the Cartesians, which at first was a bitter 
one, centered, as far as physics was concerned, around the 
value of the atomic hypothesis as contrasted with the 
corpuscular and vortex theory which Descartes had opposed 
to it. It soon became apparent, however, that these two 
thinkers followed along essentially the same lines in the 
philosophy of nature, sharply as they were op^DOsed in their 
noctical principles. Descartes’ doctrine of body is conceived 
from an entirely materialistic standpoint, his anthropolog)% 
indeed, ^^oing fiirtlier than the principles of his system 
wunild allow, (lassendi, on the olher hand, recognizes an 
immaterial, immortal reason, traces the origin of the world, 
its marvelous arrangement, and the beginning of motion 
back to God, and, since the Bible so teaches, believes the 
earth to be at rest,—holding that, for this reason, the deci¬ 
sion must be given in favor of Tycho Brahe and against 
Cojiernicus, although the hypothesis of the latter affords 
the simpler and, scientifically, the more probable explanation. 
Both tliinkcrs rejoice in their agreement with the dogmas 
of the Church, only that with Descartes it came unsought 
in the natural progress of his thought, while Gassendi held 
to it in contradiction to his system. It is the more surprising 
that Gassendi’s works escaped being put upon the Index, a 
fate which overtook those of Descartes in 1663. 

As modern thought derives its mechanical temper equally 
from botli these sources, and the natural science of the day 
has aj>propriated the corpuscles of Descartes under the 
name of molecules, as well as the atoms of Gassendi, though 
not without considerable modification in both conceptions 
(Lange, vol. i. p. 269), so we find attempts at mediation at 
an early period. While Pere Mersenne (1588—1648), who 
was well versed in physics, sought an indecisive middle 
course between these two philosophers, the English 
chemist, Robert Boyle, effected a successful synthesis of 
both. The son of Richard Boyle, Earl of Cork, he was 
bom at Lismore in 1626, lived in literary retirement at 
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Oxford from 1654, and later in Cambridge, and died, 1692, 
in London, president of the Royal Society. His princij^al 
work. The Sceptical Chemist {Works, vol. i. p. 290 seq.), ap¬ 
peared in 1661, the tract, De Ipsa Natura, in 1682.* By his 
introduction of the atomic conception he founded an epoch 
in chemistry, which, now for the first, was freed from bond¬ 
age to the ideas of .Aristotle and the alchemists. Atom¬ 
ism, however, was for Boyle merely an instrument of 
method and not a philosophical theory of the world. A 
sincerely religious nian,f he regards with disfavor both 
the atheism of Epicurus and his complete rejection of 
teleology—the world-machine points to an intelligent Crea¬ 
tor and a puri:)Ose in creation; motion, to a divine impulse. 
He defends, on the other hand, the right of free inquiry 
against the priesthood and the pedantry of the schools, 
holding that the supernatural must be sliaq)ly distin¬ 
guished from the natural, and mere conjectures concerning 
insoluble problems from j)Ositions suscej)tible of experi¬ 
mental proof; while, in opposition to submission to author¬ 
ity, he remarks that the current coin of opinion must be 
estimated, not by the date when and the person by whom 
it w*as minted but by the value of the metal alone. Carte¬ 
sian elements in Boyle are the start from doubt, the deri¬ 
vation of all motion from pressure and impact, and the ex¬ 
tension of the mechanical explanation to the organic world. 
His inquiries relate exclusively to the world of matter so 
far as it was “ completed on the last day but one of crea¬ 
tion.'’ He defends empty space against Descartes and 
Hobbes. He is the first to apply the mediaeval terms, 
primary and secondary qualities, to the antithesis between 

• Boyle’s lVor/(s were published in Latin at Geneva, in 1660, in 
six volumes, and in 1714 in five ; an edition by Birch appeared at 
London, 1744, in five volumes, second edition, 1772, in six. Cf. Buckle, 
History of Cimlization in England, vol. i. chap. vii. pp. 265-268 ; Lange, 
History of Materialism, vol. i. pp. 298-306 ; vol. ii. p. 35’1 seq.; Georg 
Baku, Der Streit uher den Naturhegri'0, Zeitschrift fur Philosophic, 
vol. xcviii., 1891, p. 162 seq, 

t The foundation named after him had for its object to promote by 
means of lectures the investigation of nature on the basis of atomism, 
and, at the same time, to free it from the reproach of leading to atheism 
and to show its harmony with natural religion. Samuel Clarke’s work 
on The Being and Attributes of God, 1705, originated in lectures 
delivered on this foundation. 
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objective properties which really belong to things, and 
sensuous or subjective qualities present only in the feeling 
subject.^ 

8. Philosophy in England to the Middle of the 
Seventeenth Century 

(a) Bacon’s Predecessors^The darkness which lay 
over the beginnings of modern English philosophy has been 
but incompletely dispelled by the meritorious work of Ch. de 
Remusat {Histoire de la Philosophie en Angleterre depuis 
Bacon jusqu'a Locke, 2 vols., 1878). The most recent in¬ 
vestigations of J. Freudenthal {Beitrdge zur Geschichte der 
Englischen Philosophie, in the Archiv filr Geschichte der 
Philosophie, vols. iv. and v., 1891) have brought assistance 
in a way deserving of thanks, since they lift at important 
points the veil which concealed Bacon’s relations to his 
predecessors and contemporaries, by describing the scien¬ 
tific tendencies and achievements of Digby and Temple. 
The following may be taken from his results. 

Everard Digby (died 1592; chief work, Theoria Analytica, 
1579), instructor in logic in Cambridge from 1573, who 
was strongly influenced by Reuchlin and who favored an 
Aristotelian-Alexandrian-Cabalistic eclecticism, was the 
first to disseminate Neoplatonic ideas in England; and, in 
spite of the lack of originality in his systematic presenta¬ 
tion of theoretical philosophy, aroused the study of this 
branch in England into new life. His oy^ponent, Sir 
William Templerf (1553—1626), by his defense and exposi¬ 
tion of the doctrine of Ramus (introduced into Great Britain 
by George Buchatian and his pupil, Andrew Melville), made 
Cambridge the chief center of Ramism. He was the first 
who openly opposed Aristotle. 

Bacon was undoubtedly acquainted with both, these 
writers and took ideas from both. Digby represented the 
scholastic tendency, which Bacon vehemently opposed, yet 

• Eucken, Geschichte der philosophischen, Terminologie, pp. 94, 196. 

t Temple was secretary to Philip Sidney, William Davison, and the 
Earl of Essex, and, from 1609, Provost of Trinity College, Dublin. His 
maiden work, De Unica P. Rami Methodo, which he published under 
the pseudonym, Mildapettus, 1580, was aimed at Digby’s De Duplicj 
Methodo, His chief work, P, Rami Dialectics Uhri Duo Scholiis 
lUustratif appeared in 1584. 
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without being able completely to break away from it. 
Temple was one of those who supplied him with weapons 
for this conflict. Finally, it must be mentioned that many 
of the English scientists of the time, especially William 
Gilbert (1540—1603: De Magnete, 1600), physician to 
Queen Elizabeth, used induction in their work before Bacon 
advanced his theory of method. 

(b) Bacon.—The founder of the empirical philosophy 
of modern times w^as Francis Bacon (1561—1626), a con¬ 
temporary of Shakspere. Bacon began his political career 
by sitting in Parliament for many years under Queen Eliza¬ 
beth, as whose counsel he was charged with the duty of 
engaging in the prosecution of his patron, the Earl of Essex, 
and at whose command he prepared a justification of the 
process. Under James I. he attained the highest offices and 
honors, being made Keeper of the Great Seal in 1617, Lord 
Chancellor and Baron Verulam in 1618, and Viscount 
St. Albans in 1621. In this last year came his fall. He 
was charged with bribery, and condemned; the king remitted 
the imprisonment and fine, and for the remainder of his life 
Bacon devoted himself to science, rejecting every suggestion 
toward a renewal of his political activity. The moral laxity 
of the times throws a mitigating light over his fault; but he 
cannot be aquitted of self-seeking, love of money and of 
display, and excessive ambition. As Macaulay says in his 
famous essay, he was neither malignant nor tyrannical, 
but he lacked warmth of affection and elevation of senti¬ 
ment; there were many things which he loved more than 
virtue, and many which he feared more than guilt. He 
first gained renown as an author by his ethical, economic, 
and political Essays, after the manner of Montaigne; of these 
the first ten appeared in 1597, in the third edition (1625) in¬ 
creased to fifty-eight; the Latin translation bears the title 
Sermones Fideles, His great plan for a “ restoration of the 
sciences ” was intended to be carried out in four, or rather, 
in six parts. But only the first two parts of the Instauratio 
Magna were developed: the encyclopcsdia, or division of all 
sciences,* a chart of the globus intellectualis, on which was 

* According to the faculties of the soul, memory, ImaginatiDn, and 
understanding, three principal sciences are distinguished; history, 
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depicted what each science had accomplished and what still 
remained for each to do; and the development of the new 
method. Bacon published his survey of the circle of the 
sciences in the English work, the Advancement oj Learn¬ 
ing, 1605, a much enlarged revision of which, De Dignitate 
ct Augmentis Scientiarum, appeared in Latin in 1623. In 
1612 he printed as a contribution to methodology the 
draft, Cogitata et Visa (written 1607), later recast into the 
[first book of thej Novum Orgautim, 1620. This title, 
Novum Organuni, of itself indicates opposition to Aris¬ 
totle, whose logical treatises had for ages been collected 
under the title Organon, If in this w’ork Bacon had given 
no connected exposition of his reforming principles, but 
merely a series of aphorisms, and this an incomplete one, 
the remaining jiarts are still more fragmentary, only 
prefaces and scattered contributions having been reduced 
to writing. The third part was to have been formed 
by a description of the world or natural history, Historia 
NoturaVis, and the last,—introduced by a Scala Intel- 
lectiis (ladder of knowledge, illustrations of the method 
by examples), and by Prodromi (preliminary results of his 
own inquiries),—^by natural science, Philosophia Secunda. 
The best edition of Bacon’s works is the London one of 
Spedding. Ellis i'v Heath, 1857 seq,, 7 vols., 2d ed., 1870; 
with 7 volumes additional of The Letters and Life of 
Francis Bacon, including His Occasional Works, and a 
Commentary, by J. Spedding, 1862—74. vSpedding followed 
this further with a briefer Account of the Life and Times 
of Francis Bacon, 2 vols., 1878.’*' 

poesy, and philosophy. Of the three objects of the latter, “nature 
strikes the mind with a direct ray, God with a refracted ray, and man 
himself with a reflected ray.” Theology is natural or revealed. Specu¬ 
lative (theoretical) natural philosophy divides into physics, concerned 
with material and efficient causes, and metaphysics, whose mission, 
according to the traditional view, is to inquire into final causes, but 
in Bacon’s own opinion, into formal causes; operative (technical) 
natural .philosophy is mechanics and natural magic. The doctrine 
concerning man comprises anthropology (including logic and ethics) 
and politics. This division of Bacon was still retained by D’Alembert 
in his preliminary discourse to the Encyclopedic, 

• Cf. on Bacon, K. Fischer, 2d cd., 1875 ; Ohr. Sigfwart, in the 
Vrcussische Jahrbiwher, 1863 and 1864, in vol. ii. of his Logik ; 
H. Hcussler, Baco und seine geschichtliche Stellung, Breslau, 1889. 
[Adamson, Encycloptedia Britannica, 9th ed., vol. iii. pp. 200—222 ; 
Fowler, English Philosophers Series, 1881 ; Nichol, Blackwood’s 
Philosophical Classics, 2 vols., 1888—89 .—^Tr.] 
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Bacon’s merit was threefold: he felt more forcibly and 
more clearly than previous thinkers the need of a reform in 
science; he set up a new and grand ideal—unbiased and 
methodical investigation of nature in order to mastery over 
nature; and he gave information and directio ns,, as to the 
way in which this goal was to be attained, which, in spite 
of their incompleteness in detail, went deep into the heart 
of the subject and laid the foundation for the work of 
centuries.* His faith in the omnipotence of the new 
method was so strong, that he thought that science for the 
future could almost dispense with talent. He compare s 
his method to a compass or a ruler, with which the unprac - 
tised man is able to draw circles and s trai ght lines better 
than an e xpert without these instruments. 

All science hitherto. Bacon declares, has been uncertain 
and unfruitful, and does not advance a step, while the me¬ 
chanic arts grow daily more perfect; without a firm basis, 
garrulous, contentious, and lacking in content, it is of no 
practical value. The seeker after certain knowledge must 
abandon words for things, and learn the art oL forcing 
nature to answer his questions. The seeker after fruitful 
knowledge must increase the num])er of discoveries, and 
transform them from matters of chance into matters of de¬ 
sign. For discovery conditions the power, greatness, and 
progress of mankind. Man’s power is measured by his 
knowledge, knowledge is power, and nature is conquered by 
obedience —scientia est potentia; nahira parendo vincitur. 

Bacon declares three things indispensable for the attain¬ 
ment of this power-giving knowledge: the mind must 
understand the instruments of knowledge; it must turn 
to experience, deriving the materials of knowledge from 
perception; and it must not rise from particular principles 
to the higher axioms too rapidly, but steadily and gradually 
through middle axioms. The mind can accomplish noth¬ 
ing when left to itself; but undirected experience alone is 
also in.sufficient (experimentation without a plan is groping 
in the dark), and the senses, moreover, are deceptive and 
not acute enough for the subtlety of nature—therefore, me- 

* His detractors are unjust when they apply the criterion of the 
present method of investigation and find only imperfection in an 
imperfect beginning. 



lUCON 


67 


thodical experimentation alone, not chance observation, is 
worthy of confidenc e. Instead of the customary divorce of 
experience and understanding, a firm alliance, a ‘Mawful 
marriage,” must ])e effected between them. The empiricists 
merely collect, like, the ants; the dogmatic metaphysician s 
spin the web of their ideas out of themselve s, like the 
sj>iders; but the true philosopher must b ^ like the bee, 
which by its own power transform s and digests the gathered 
material, ^ "" "" 

As the mind, like a dull and uneven mirror, by its own 
nature di.stort§. t.he_ rays of o bject^ it must first of all be 
cleaned and polished, that is, it must be freed from all prej- 
udices and false notions. wl 2 lg!}»_jlggP“roo ted by habit, 
prevent the formati on of a true picture o f the world . 11 
must root out its prejudices, or, where this is impossible, 
at least understand them. Doubt is the first step on the 
way to truth. Of these Phantoms or Idols to be discarded, 
Bacon llistinguishes f ouy c lasses: I dols o f th e. Theater, of 
the Market Place , of the Den , and of the Trjb ^, The most 
dangerous are the idola thcatri , which consist in the ten¬ 
dency to put more trust in authority and tradition than in 
indei)endent reflection, to adopt current ideas simply be¬ 
cause they find general accq^tance. Bacon’s injunction 
concerning these isMioT to be deceived by stage-plays (i.c,, 
by the teachings of earlier thinkers which represent things 
other than they are) ; instead of believing others, observe 
for thyself! The idola fori, which arise from the use of 
language in public intercourse, depend upon the confusion 
of words, which are mere symbols with a conventional 
value and which are based on the carelessly constructed con¬ 
cepts of the vulgar, with things themselves. Here Bac^ n 
warns us to k e ep close to thing s. The idola specits are in¬ 
dividual prepossessions which interfere with the apprehen¬ 
sion of the true state of affairs, such as the excessi ve tendency 
of thought toward the resemblances or the differences of 
things, or the investigator’s habit of transferring ideas cur¬ 
rent in his own department to subjects of a different kind. 
Such individual weaknesses are numberless, yet they may 
in part be corrected by comparison with the perceptions 
of others. The idola tribus, finally, are grounded in the 
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nature of the human species, 'fo this class belong, among 
others, illusions of tlie senses, which may in part be cor¬ 
rected by the use of instruments, with which we arm our 
organs; further, tlic tendency to hold fast to opinions 
acceptable to us in spite of contrary instances; similarly, 
the tendency to anthrc>!)omorphic views, including, as its 
most important special instance, the mistake of thinking 
that we perceive purposive relations everywhere and the 
working of final causes, after the analogy of human action, 
when in reality efficient causes alone are concerned. Here 
Bacon’s injunction runs, not to inter])ret natural phenomena 
teleologically, ])nt to explain them from mechanical causes; 
not to narrow the world down to the limits of the mind, but 
to extend the iniiid to the boundaries of the world, so that 
it shall understand it as it really is. 

To these warnings there are added positive rules . When 
tlie investigator, after the removal of prejudices and 
haibitual modes of thought, approaches experience with 
his senses unperverted and a purified mind, he is to ad¬ 
vance from the phenomena given to their conditions. First 
of all, the facts must be established by observation and 
experiment, and systematically arranged,* then let him 
go on to causes and laws.f The true or scientific induc- 

* Bacon illustrates the method by the explanation of heat. The 
results of experimental observation arc to be arranged in three tables. 
The table of presence contains many different cases in which heat 
occurs; the table of absence, those in which, under circumstances 
otherwise the same, it is wanting; the table of degrees or comparison 
enumerates phenomena whose increase and decrease accompany similar 
variations in the degree of heat. That which remains after the 
exclusion now to be undertaken (of that which cannot be the nature 
or cause of heat), yields as a preliminary result or commencement of 
interpretation (as a “ first vintage *’)» the definition of heat: “ a motion, 
expansive, restrained, and acting in its strife upon the smaller particles 
of bodies,” 

t Tliis goal of Baconian inquiry is by no means coincident with that 
of exact natural scienc^. Law does not mean to him, as to the physical 
scientist of to-day, a mathematically formulated statement of the course 
of events, but the nature of the phenomenon, to be expressed in a 
definition (E. Kdnig, Entmckelung des Causdlprohlems bis Kant, 1883, 
pp. 154—^156). Bacon combines in a peculiar manner ancient and 
modern, Platonic and corpuscular fundamental ideas. Rejecting final 
causes with the atomists, yet handing over material and efficient causes 
(the latter of which sink with him to the level of mere changing occor 
sional causes) to empirical physics, he assigns to metaphysics, as the 
true science of nature, the search for the “forms ” and prt^crtics of 
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tion* thus inculcated is quite different from the credu¬ 
lous induction of common life or the unmethodical 
induction of Aristotle. Bacon em])hasizes the fact t hat 
hiB^rto the .importance jjf neg ative instances, which 
are to be einjjloyed as a kind of comiter-prgof, lias 
been completely overlooked, and that a substitute for 
complete induction, which is never attainable, may be 
found, on the one hand, in the collection of as many cases 
as possible, and, on the other, by considering the more 
important or decisive cases, the “ prerogative instances.” 
Then the inductive ascent from experiment to axiom is to 
be followed by a deductive descent from axioms tp new 
experiments and discoveries. Bacon rejects the syllogism 
on the ground that it fits one to overcome his ojiponcnt 
ill disinitation, but not to gain an active conquest over 
nature. In his own application of these principles of method, 
his procedure was that of a dilettante; the patient, assid¬ 
uous labor demanded for the successful promotion of the 
mission of natural investigation was not his forte. His 
strength lay in the postulation of problems, the stimulation 
and direction of inquiry, the discovery of lacunae and the 
throwing out of suggestions; and many ideas incident¬ 
ally thrown off by him surprise us by their ingenious antici- 
rhings. In this he is guided by the following metaphysical presupposi¬ 
tion : Phenomena, however manifold they may be, arc at bottom 
composed of a few elements, namely, permanent properties, the so- 
called “simple naturess,” which form, as it were, the alphabet of 
nature or the colors on her palette, by the combination of which she 
produces her varied pictures; e,g., the nature of heat and cold, of a 
red color, of gravity, and also of age, of death. Now the question 
to be investigated becomes, What, then, is heat, redness, etc. ? The 
ground essence and law of the natures consist in certain forms, which 
Bacon conceives in a Platonic way as concepts and substances, but 
phenomenal ones, and, at the same time, with Democritus, as the 
grouping or motion of minute material particles. Thus the form of 
heat is a particular kind of motion, the form of whiteness a deter¬ 
minate arrangement of material particles. Cf. Natge, Ueber F, Bacons 
Formenlehre, Leipsic, 1891, in which Heusslcr’s view is developed in 
more detail. [Cf. further, Fowler’s Bacon, English Philosophers Series, 
1881, chap. iv.—T r.] 

* The Baconian method is to be called induction, it is true, only in 
the broad sense. Even before Sigwart, Apelt, Theorie der Induction, 
1854, pp. 151,153, declared that the question it discussed was essentially 
a method of abstraction. This, however, does not detract from the 
fame of Bacon as the founder of the theory of inductive investigation 
(in later times carefully elaborated by Mill). 
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pations of later discoveries. The grea test defe ct in his 
theory was his complete failure to rec ognize the services 
promised by mathematics to natural science . The charge 
of utilitarianism, which has been so broadly made, is, on 
the contrary, unjust. For no matter how strongly he em¬ 
phasizes the practical value of knowledge, he is still in 
agreement with those who esteem the godlike condition of 
calm and cheerful acquaintance with truth more highly 
than the advantages to be expected from it; he desires 
science to be used, not as a courtezan for pleasure,*’ but 
‘‘ as a spouse for generation, fruit and comfort,’* and—leav¬ 
ing entirely out of view his isolated acknowledgments of the 
inherent value of knowledge—he conceives its utility wholly 
in the comprehensive and noble sense that the pursuit of 
science, from which as such all narrow-minded regard for 
direct practical application must keep aloof, is the most 
important lever for the advancement of human culture. 

Bacon intended that his reforming principles should 
accrue to the benefit of practical philo sophy also, but 
gave only aphoristic hints to this end. Everything is 
impelled by two appetites, of which the_one aims at imli- 
vidnal welfare , the other at the welfare of the whole of 
wbich the thing is a part (honum suitatis—honum commu- 
nionis). The second is not only the nobler but also the 
stronger; this holds of,the lower creatures as well as of 
man, who, when not degenerate, prefers the general welfare 
to his individual interests. Love_is die highest of the 
virtues, and is never, as other human endowment>s, exposed 
to the danger of excess; tjherefore _the life of action is 
qf_ more w orth than the Ji fe of co ntemplation. By this 
principle of morals Bacon marked out the way for the Eng- 
lish eth ics of later times.* He notes the lack of a science 
of character, for which more material is given in ordinary 
discourse, in the poets and the historians, than in the works 
of the ‘philosophers; he explains the power of the affections 
over the reason by the fact that the idea of present good 
fills the imagination more forcibly than the idea of good to 
come, and summons persuasion, habit, and morals to the aid 
of the latter. We must endeavor so to govern the passions 

• Cf. Vorlacnda:, p. 267 seq. 
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(each of which combines in itself a masculine im,petuosity 
with a feminine weakness) that they shall tcdce the part 
of the reason instead of attacking it. Elsewhere Bacon 
gives (not entirely unquestionable) directions concerning 
the art of making one's way. Acut e obser vations and in- 
genious remarks everyw here a b ound . In order to inform 
one's self of a man's intentions and ends, it is necessary 
to keej) a good mediocrity in liberty of speech, which 
invites a similar liberty, and in secrecy, which induces trust.” 
“ In order to get on one must have a little of the fool and 
not t-oo inucli of tlie honest.*' “ As the baggage is to an 
army, so is riches to virtue. It cannot be spared nor left 
behind, but it hindereth the march; yea, and the care of it 
sometimes loseth or disturbeth the victory ” (impedimenta= 
baggage and hindrance). On envy and malevolence he 
says: L'or men’s minds will either feed upon their own 

good or upon others’ evil; . . . and whoso is out of hope 
to attain another’s virtue will seek to come at even hand 
by depressing another’s fortune.” 

In ethics, as in theoretical philosophy, Bacon demands the 
completion of natural knowledge by revelation . The light 
of nature (the reason and the conscience) is able only to 
convince us of sin and not to give us complete information 
concerning our duty,— e.g., the lofty moral principle. Love 
your enemies . Similarly, natural theology is quite suf¬ 
ficient to place the existence of God beyond doubt, by 
reasoning from the order in nature (“ slight tastes of ph i¬ 
losophy may uerchance move one to atheism but fuller 
draugiits lead hack to religion” ); but the doctrines of 
Christianity are matters of faith. Religion and science are 
sepa rate fields., any confusion of which involves the danger 
of an hereticatl religion or a faluilous philosophy.^ 
more a principle of faith con trMic^ s the r eason, the greater 
the obedience and the honor to God in^agee pting iO ^ 

(c) Hobbes* —Hobbes stands in sharp contrast w Bacon 
both in disposition and in doctrine. Bacon was a man 
of a wide outlook, a rich, stimulating, impulsive nature, 
filled with great plans, but too mobile and desultory to al¬ 
low them to ripen to perfection; Hobbes is slow, tenacious,, 
persistent, unyielding, his thought strenuous and narrow.. 
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To this corresponds a profound difference in their systems, 
which is by no means adequately characterized by saying 
that hlobbes brings into the fore^ground the mathematical 
element neglected by his predecessor, and turns his atten¬ 
tion chiefly to i^olitics. The dependence of Hobbes on 
Bacon is, in spite of their personal acquaintance, not so 
great as formerly was universally assumed. His guiding 
stars are rather the great mathematicians of the Continent, 
Kepler and Galileo, while Cartesian influences also are not 
to be denied. He finds his mission in the construction of a 
strictly mechanical view of the world. Mechanism applied 
to the world gives materialism; applied to knowledge, 
sensationalism of a mathematical type; applied to the will, 
determinism; to morality and the state, ethical and political 
naturalism. Nevertheless, the empirical tendency of bis 
nation has a certain power over him; he holds fast to the 
position that all ideas ultimately spring from experience. 
With his energetic but short-breathed thinking, he did not 
succeed in fusing the rationalistic elements received from 
foreign sources with these native tendencies, so as to 
produce a unified system. As Grimm has correctly shown 
(Zur Gcschichte des Erhenninissproblems), there is an 
unreconciled contradiction between the dependence of 
thought on experience, which he does not give up, and 
the universal validity of the truths derived from pure 
reason, which he asserts on the basis of the mathematico- 
philosophical doctrines of the Continent. A similar un¬ 
mediated dualism will meet us in l,ocke also. 

Thomas Hobbes (1588—1679) was repelled while a student 
at Oxford by Scholastic methods in thought, with which 
he agreed only in their nominalistic results (there are 
no universals except names). During repeated sojourns in 
Paris, where he made the acquaintance of Gassendi, 
Mersenne, and Descartes, he devoted himself to the 
study of mathematics, and was greatly influenced by 
the doctrines of Galileo; while the disorders of the 
English revolution led him to embrace an absolutist theory 
of the state. His chief works were his politics, under 
the title Leviathan, 1651, and his Elementa Philosophi<c, 
in three parts {De Corpore, De Homine, De Give), of 
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which the third, De Cive, appeared first (in Latin; in 
briefer form and anonymously, 1642, enlarged 1647), the 
first, De Corpore, in 1655, and the second, De Homine, in 
1658. These had been preceded by two books* written, like 
the two last parts of the Elements, in English: On Human 
Nature and De Corpore Politico, composed 1640, printed 
without the author’s consent in 1650. Besides these he 
wrote two treatises Of Liberty and Necessity, 1646 and 1654, 
and prepared, 1668, a collected edition of his works (in 
Latin). In Molesworth’s edition, 1839—45, the Latin works 
occupy five volumes and the English eleven.f 

Philosophy is formally defined by Hobbes as knowledge 
of effects from causes and causes from effects by means 
of legitimate rational inference. This implies the equal 
validity of the deductive and inductive methods,—while 
Bacon had proclaimed the latter the most important instru¬ 
ment of knowledge,—^as well as the exclusion of theology 
based on revelation from the domain of science. Philos¬ 
ophy is objectively defined as the theory of body and 
motion: all that exists is body ; all that occurs, motion. 
Ever}-thing real is corporeal; this holds of points, lines, and 
surfaces, which as the limits of body cannot be incorporeal, 
as well as of the mind and of God. The mind is merely 
a (for the senses too) refined body, or, as it is stated in 
another place, a movement in certain parts of the organic 
body. All events, even internal events, the feelings and 
passions, are movements of material parts. “ Endeavor ” 
is a diminutive motion, as the atom is the smallest of 
bodies; sensation and representation are changes in the 
perceiving body. Space is the idea of an existing thing as 
such, i,e., merely as existing outside the perceiving sub¬ 
ject; time, the idea of motion. All phenomena are cor¬ 
poreal motions, which take place with mechanical necessity. 
Neither formal nor final causes exist, but only efficient 
causes. All that happens takes its origin in the activity 

• Or rather one ; the treatise On Human Nature consists of the first 
thirteen chapters of the work, Elements of Law, Natural and Politic, 
and the De Corpore Politico of the remainder. 

t Cf. on Hobbes, G. C. Rebertson (Blackwood’s Philosophical 
Classics, vol. x.), 1886; Tdnnies in the Vierteljahrsschrift fur wissen- 
schafUiche Pkilosophie, Jahrg. 3-5, 1879-Sl. 
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of an external cause, and not in itself; a body at rest (or 
iu motion) remains at rest (or in motion) forever, unless 
affected by another in a contrary sense. And as bodies 
and their changes constitute the only objects of philosophy, 
so the mathematical method is the only correct method. 

There are two kinds of bodies: natural bodies, which man 
finds in nature, and artificial bodies, which he himself pro¬ 
duces. By the latter Hobbes refers especially to the state 
as a human artefact. Man stands between the two as the 
most perfect natural body and an element in the political 
body. Philosophy, therefore, besides the introductory 
philosophia prima, which discusses the underlying concepts, 
consists of three parts: physics, anthropology, and politics. 
Even the theory of the state is capaiile of demonstrative 
treatment; moral phenomena are as subject to the law of 
mechanical causation as physical phenomena. 

The first factor in the cognitive process is an impression 
on a sense-organ, which, occasioned by external motion, 
continues onward to the heart and from this center gives 
rise to a reaction. The percq>tion or sensation which 
thus arises is entirely subjective, a function of the knower 
merely, and in no way a copy of the external movement. 
The properties light, color, and sound, which we believe 
to be without us, are merely internal phenomena dependent 
on outer and inner motions, but with no resemblance to 
them. Memory consists in the lingering effects or residuary 
traces of perception; it is a sense or consciousness of having 
felt before (sentire se sensisse meminisse est), and ideas 
are distinguished from sensations as the perfect from the 
present tense. Experience is the totality of perceptions 
retained in memory, together with a certain foresight of the 
future after the analogy of the past. These stages of cog¬ 
nition, which can yield prudence but not necessary and 
universal knowledge, are present in animals as well as men. 
The human capacity for science is dependent on the faculty 
of speech; words are conventional signs to facilitate the 
retention and communication of ideas. As the memory- 
images denoted by words are weaker, fainter, and less 
clearly discriminated than the original sensations, it comes 
to pass that a number of similar ideas of memory receive a 
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common name. Thus abstract general ideas and generic 
concepts arise, to which nothing real corresponds, for in 
reality particulars alone exist. The universal is a human 
artefact. ^J'he comljination of words into propositions, 
being an addition or subtraction of arbitrary symbols or 
marks, is called judgment; the combination of propositions 
into syllogisms, inference; the united body of true or 
demonstrated principles, science—hence mathematics is the 
type of all knowledge. In short, thought is nothing but 
calculation and the words with which we operate are mere 
counters; he who takes counters for coin is a fool. Ani¬ 
mals lack reason, /.r., this power of combining artificial 
symbols. 

Hobljes’s theory of the will is characterized by the same 
sensationalism and mechanism as his theory of knowledge. 
All spiritual events originate in imjiressions of sense. Man 
rcs]>on(ls to the action of objects by a double reaction, 
adding to the theoretical reaction of sensation a practical 
one in the feeling of pleasure or pain (according as the 
impression furthers or hinders the vital function), whence 
de.sire and aversion follow in respect to future experience. 
Further developments from the feelings experienced at the 
signs of honor (the acknowledgment of superior power) and 
the contrary, are the affections of pride, courage, anger, of 
shame and repentance, of hope and love, of pity, etc. De¬ 
liberation is the alternation of different appetites; the final, 
victorious one which immediately precedes action is called 
w’ill. PTeedoni cannot be predicated of the will, but only 
of the action, and even in this case it means simply the 
absence of externr.l restraints, the procedure of the action 
from the will of the agent; while the action is necessary 
nevertheless. Every motion is the inevitable result of the 
sum of the preceding (including cerebral) motions. 

Tilings which we desire are termed good, and those which 
we shun, evil. Nothing is good per se or absolutely, but only 
relatively, for a given person, place, time, or set of circum¬ 
stances. DiflFerent things are good to different men, and 
there is no objective, universal rule of good and evil, so 
long as men are considered as individuals, apart from 
society. A definite criterion of the good is first reached in 
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the state: that is right which the law permits, that wrong 
which it forbids; good means that which is conducive to 
the general welfare. In the state of nature nothing is for¬ 
bidden ; nature gives every man a right to everything, and 
right is coextensive with might. What, then, induces 
man to abandon the state of nature and enter the state of 
citizenship? The opinion of Aristotle and Cirotius that the 
state originates in the social impulse is false; for man is 
essentially not social, but scltish, and nothing but regard for 
his own interests bids him seek the protection of the state: 
the civil commonwealth is an artificial product of fear 
and prudence. The highest good is self-preservation; all 
other goods, as friendship, riches, wisdom, knowledge, and, 
above all, power, are valuable only as instruments of the 
former. The precondition of well-being, for which each 
man strives by nature, is security for life and health. This 
is wanting in the state of nature, in which the passions 
govern; for the state of nature is a state of war of everyone 
against everyone {helium omniiun contra omnes). Each man 
strives for success and power, and, since he cannot trust his 
fellow, seeks to subdue, nay, to kill him; each looks upon 
his fellow as a wolf which he prefers to devour rather than 
submit himself to the like operation. Now, as no one is so 
weak as to be incapable of inflicting on his fellows that 
worst of evils, death, and thus the strongest is unsafe, 
reason, in the interest of everyone, enjoins a search after 
peace and the establishment of an ordered community. 
The conditions of peace are the “ laws of nature,” which 
relate both to politics and to morals but which do not attain 
their full binding authority until they become positive laws, 
injunctions of the sovereign power. Peace is attainable 
only when each man, in return for the protection vouchsafed 
to him, gives up his natural right to all. Tlie comi)act by 
which each renounces his natural liberty to do what he 
pleases, provided all others are ready for the same renuncia¬ 
tion,—to which are added, further, the laws of justice (sanc¬ 
tity of covenants), equity, gratitude, modesty, sociability, 
mercifulness, etc., whose opposites would bring back the 
state of nature,—this compact is secured against violation 
by the transfer of the general power and freedom to a single 
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will (the will of an assembly or of an individual person), 
which then represents the general will. The civil contract 
includes, then, two moments: first, renunciation; second, 
irrevocable transference and (absolute) submission. The 
second unites the multitude into a civil personality, the 
most perfect unity being vouchsafed by absolute monarchy. 
The sovereign is the soul of the political body; the officials, 
its limbs; reward and punishment, its nerves; law and 
equity, its reason. 

The social contract theory has often experienced demo¬ 
cratic interpretation and application, both before and since 
Hobbes’s time; and, in fact, it does not include per sc the 
irrevocability of the transfer, the absoluteness of the sov¬ 
ereign power, and tlie monarchical head, wdiich Hobbes con¬ 
sidered indispensable in order to guard against the danger 
of anarchy. In every al)ridgment of the supreme power, 
whether by division or limitation, he sees a step toward 
the renewal of (he stare of nature; and he defends with 
iron rigor the omnipotence of tl:e state and the complete lack 
of legal status on the ])art of all individuals in contrast with 
it. The citizen is not to obey his own conscience, which 
has simply the value of a private opinion, but the laws, as 
the public conscience: wdiile the su])remc ruler, on the 
contrary, is superior to the civil laws, for it is he that 
decrees, interprets, alters, and abrogates them. He is lord 
over the property, the life, and the death of the citizens, and 
can do no one wrong. For he alone has retained his original 
natural right to all, which the rest have entirely and for¬ 
ever renounced. He must have regard, indeed, to the wel¬ 
fare of the people, but he is accountable to God alone. 
The obligation of the subject to obey is extinguished in 
one case only,—when the civil pow’er is incapable of pro¬ 
viding him further with external and internal protection. 
For the rest, Hobbes declares the existing public order the 
lawful one, the evils of arbitrary rule much more tolerable 
than the universal hostility of the state of nature, and aver¬ 
sion to tyrants a disease inherited from the republicans of 
antiquity. 

The sovereign, by the laws and by instruction, deter¬ 
mines what is good and evil; he determines also/w^hat is 
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to be believed. Religion imsanctioned by the state is 
superstition. The temporal ruler is also the spiritual ruler, 
the king, the chief pastor, and the clergy his servants. One 
and the same community is termed sh'ite in so far as it con¬ 
sists of men, and church in so far as it consists of Christian 
men (the ecclesiastical commonwealth). The dogmas which 
the law prescril)es are to be received without investigation, 
to be swallowed like pills, without mastication. 

The principle that every passion and every action is in 
its nature indifferent, that right and wrong exist only in the 
state, that the will of a despot is to determine what is 
moral and wdiat immoral, has given just offense. Moreover, 
this was not, in fact, Hobbes’s deepest conviction. Kven 
without ascribing great importance to isolated statements,* 
it must be admitted that his d(x:trine was interpreted more 
narrowly than it was intended. He does not say that no 
moral distinctions whatever exist before the foundation of 
the state, but only that the state first sup[)lies a fixed 
criterion of the good. Moral ideas have a certain cur¬ 
rency before this, but they lack jxiwer to enforce them¬ 
selves. Further, when he ascribes the origin of the state 
to self-interest, this does not mean that reason, conscience, 
generosity, and love for our fellows are entirely wanting in 
the state of nature, but only that they are not general enough, 
and, as against the pas.sions, not strong enough to furnish a 
foundation for the edifice of the state. Not only exaggera¬ 
tion in statement but also uncouthness of thought may be 
forgiven the representative of a movement which is at once 
new and strengthened by the consciousness of agreement 
with a naturalistic theory of knowledge and physics; and 
the vigor of execution compels admiration, even though 
many obscurities remain to be deplored (e-g,, the relation 
of the two moral standards, the standard of the reason or 
natural law and the standard of positive law). And recog- 

• God inscribed the divine or natural law (Do not that to another, 
etc.) on the heart of man, when he gave him the reason to rule his 
acdons. The laws of nature are, it is true, not always legally binding 
(in joro externo), but always and everywhere binding on the conscience 
(in joro interno). Justice is the virtue which we can measure by 
civil laws; love, that which we measure by the law ct nature merely. 
The ruler ought to govern in accordance with the law of nature. 
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nition must be accorded {jo the significant kernel of doc¬ 
trine formed, on the one hand, by the endeavor to separate 
ethics from theology, and on the other, by the thoughts-- 
which, it is true, were not perfectly brought out—that the 
moral is not founded on a natural social impulse, but on 
a law of the reason, and first gains a definite criterion in 
society, and that the interests of the individual are insepar¬ 
ably connected with those of the community. In any case, 
the attempt to form a naturalistic theory of the state would 
be an undertaking deserving of thanks, even if the promul¬ 
gation of this theory had done no further service than to 
challenge refutation. 

(d) Lord Herbert of Cherbury.—Between Bacon (1605, 
1620) and Hobbes (1642, 1651) stands Lord Herbert of 
Cherbury (1581—1648), who, by his work De Veritate 
(1624),* became the founder of deism, that theory of 
‘‘ natural religion,” which, in opposition to the historical 
dogmatic faith of the Church theology, takes the reason, 
which is the same in all men, as its basis and morality for its 
content. Lord Herbert introduces his philosophy of religion 
by a theory of knowledge which makes universal consent the 
highest criterion of truth {summa veritaiis norma consensus 
universalis), and bases knowledge on certain self-evident 
principles (principia), common to all men in virtue of a 
natural instinct, which gives safe guidance. These com¬ 
mon notions {notitice communes) precede all reflective in¬ 
quiry, as well as all observation and experience, which would 
be impossible without them. The most important among 
them are the religious and ethical maxims of conscience. 

This natural instinct is -both an impulse toward truth 
and a capacity for good or impulse to self-preservation. 
The latter extends not only to the individual but to all 
things with which the individual is connected, to the species, 
nay, to all the rest of the world, and its final goal is eternal 
happiness: all natural capacities are directed toward the 
highest good or toward God. The sense for the divine 
may indeed be lulled to sleep or led astray by our free will, 
but not eradicated. To be rational and to be religious are 

• Tractatus de Veritate prout distinguitur a Revelatione, a Verisimili, 
a Possible, et a Falso, Also, De Religione Gentilium, 1645, complete 
1663. 
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inseparable; it is religion that distinigtiishes man from the 
brute, and no people can be found in which it is lacking. 
If atheists really exist, they are to be classed with the 
irrational and the insane. 

The content of natural religion may be summed up in the 
following five articles, which all nations confess: 1. That 
there is a Supreme Being {numen supremum), 2. That he 
ought to be worshipped. 3. That virtue and piety are the 
chief elements of worship. 4. That man ought to repent 
of his sins. 5. Tliat there are rewards and punishments in 
a future life. Besides these general principles, on the dis¬ 
covery of which Lord Herbert greatly prides himself, the 
positive religions contain arbitrary additions, which distin¬ 
guish them from one another and which owe their origin, 
for the most part, to priestly deception, although the 
rhapsodies of the poets and the inventions of the philoso¬ 
phers have contri])uted their share. The essential principles 
of natural religion (God, virtue, faith, hope, love, and repent¬ 
ance) come more clearly to light in Christianity than in the 
religions of heathendom, where they arc overgrown with 
myths and ceremonies. 

The Religio Medici (1642) of Sir Thomas Browne shows 
similar tendencies. 


9. Preliminary Survey. 

In the line of development from the speculations of 
Nicolas of Cusa to the establishment of the English phi¬ 
losophy of nature, of religion, and of the state by Bacon, 
Herbert, and Hobbes, and to the physics of Galileo, modern 
ideas have manifested themselves with increasing clearness 
and freedom. Hobbes himself shows thus early the influ¬ 
ence of Descartes’s decisive step, with which the twilight 
gives place to the brightness of the morning. In Descartes 
the empiricism and sensationalism of the English is con¬ 
fronted by rationalism, to which the great thinkers of the 
Continent continue loyal. In Britain, experience, on the 
Continent the reason is declared to be the source of cogni¬ 
tion ; in the former, the point of departure is found in parti¬ 
cular impressions of sense, on the latter, in general concepts 
and principles of the understanding; there the method of 
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observation is inculcated and followed, here, the method 
of deduction. This antithesis remained decisive in the 
development of philosophy down to Kant, so that it has 
long been customary to distinguish two lines or schools, 
the Empirical and the Rationalistic, whose i)arallclism may 
be exhibited in the following table (when only one date is 
^ven it indicates the appearance of the philosopher's chief 
work) : 

Empiricism, Rationalism. 

Bacon, 1620. (N-icolas, 1450; Bruno, 1584). 

Hobbes, 1651. Descartes, died 1650. 

1690 (1632—1704). Spinoza, (1632—1677). 

Berkeley, 1710. Leibnit::, 1710. 

Hume, 1748. Wolff, died 1754. 

We must not forget, indeed, the lively interchange of 
ideas between the schools (especiall}'- the influence of 
Descart/es on Hobbes, and of the latter on Spinoza; further, 
of Descartes on Ivocke, and of the latter on Leibnitz) which 
led to reciprocal approximation and enrichment. Berkeley 
and Leibnitz, from opposite presuppositions, arrive at the 
same idealistic conclusion—there is no real world of matter, 
but only spirits and ideas exist. Hume and Wolff conclude 
the two lines of development: under the former, empiricism 
disintegrates into skepticism; under the latter, rationalism 
stiffens into a scholastic dogmatism, soon to run out into a 
popular eclecticism of common sense. 

If we compare the mental characteristics of the three 
great nations which, in the period between Descartes and 
Kant, participated most productively in the work of phi¬ 
losophy,—the Italians, wdth their receptive temperament and 
so active in many fields, exerted a decisive influence on 
its development and progress in the transition period 
alone,—it will be seen that the Frenchman tends chiefly to 
acuteness, the Englishman to clearness and simplicity, the 
German to profundity of thought. France is the land of 
mathematical, England of practical, Germany of speculative 
thinkers; the first is the home of the skeptics, though of 
the enthusiasts as well; the second, of the realists; the third, 
of the idealists. 

The English philosq^her resembles a geographer who, 

€ 
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with conscientious care, outlines a map of the region through 
which he journeys ; the Frenchman, an anatomist who, 
with steady stroke, lays bare the nerves and muscles of the 
organism ; the German, a mountaineer who loses in clear 
\'ision of particular objects as much as he gains in loftiness 
of position and extent of view. The Engfishman descril)es 
the given reality, the Frenchman analyses it, the German 
transfigures it. 

The Engllish thinker keeps as cIo.se as possible to phe¬ 
nomena, and the principles which he uses in the explanation 
of phenomena themselves lie in the realm of concrete 
experience. IJe explains one phenomena by another; he 
classifies and arranges the given material without analyzing 
it; he keeps constantly in touch wdth the popular con¬ 
sciousness. His reverence for reality, as this presents 
itself to him, and his distrust of far-reachin«r abstraction, 

O 

are so strong that it is enough for him to take his Ix^arings 
from the real, and to give a true reproduction of it, while he 
willingly renounces the ambition to form it anew in concepts. 
With this re.spect for concrete reality he combines a similar 
reverence for ethical postulates. When the development 
of a given line of thought threatens to I)ring him into con¬ 
flict with practical life, he is honest enough to draw the 
conclusions which follow from his premises and to give them 
expression, but he avoids the collision l)y a simple com¬ 
promise, shutting up the refinements of philosophy in the 
study and yielding in practice to the guidance of natural 
instinct and conscience. His support, therefore, of theories 
which contradict current views in morals is free from 
the levity in which the Frenchman indulges. Life and 
thought are separate fields, contradictions heWeen them 
are borne in patience, and if science draws its material from 
life it shows itself grateful for the favor by giving life the 
benefit of the useful outcome of its laihors, and, at the 
same time, .shielding it from the revolutionary or disinte¬ 
grating effect of its doubtful paradoxes. 

While the deliberate craft of English philosophy does 
not willingly lose sight of the shores of the concrete world, 
French thought .sails boldly and confidently out into the 
open sea of abstraction. It is not strange that it finds 
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the way to the ])rinciples more rapidly than the way 
back to ])henomena. A free road, a fresh start, a straight 
course—such is the inottt) of French thinking. Whatever 
is inconsistent with rectilinearity is ignored, or opposed as 
unfitting. The line drawn by Descartes through the world 
lietween matter and s]>irit, and that l)v Jh)nsseriu between 
nature and culture, arc distinctive of the jdiilosophical 
character of their countrymen. Dualism is to them en> 
tirely congenial; it satisfies their need for clearness, and 
with this they are content. Antithesis is in the French* 
man’s blood; he lliinks in it and s])eaks in it, in the salon 
or on the ]>latform, in n itty jest or in scientific earnestness 
of thought. ICither A or not-.^, and there is no middle 
ground. This ha)fit of precision and sharp analysis facili¬ 
tates the formation of closed parties, whereas each indivi- 
ual German, in philosophy as in jxilitics, forms a party of 
his own. 1'he demand for the removal of the ruliljish of 
exi.sting systems and the sanguine return to the sources, 
give French philosophy an unhistorical, radical, and revolu¬ 
tionary character. Minds of the second order, who are 
incapable of taking by themselves the ste]> from that which 
is given to the sources, prove their radicalism by following 
down to the roots that which others have begun (so 
Condillac and tlie sensationalism of Locke). Moreover, 
philosophical j)rincii)les are to be translated into action; the 
thinker has shown himself the doctrinaire in his destructive 
analysis of that which is given, so, also, he hopes to play 
the dictator by overturning existing institutions and 
establishing a new order of things,—only his courageous 
endeavor flags as soon in the region of practice as in that 
of theory. 

The German lacks the ha]>py faculty, which distinguishes 
the two nations just discussed, of isolating a problem near 
at hand, and he is accustomed to^ begin his .system with 
Leda’s egg; but, by way of compensation, he combines the 
lofty flight of the French with the phlegmatic endurance of 
the English, i.c., he seeks bis principles far alx)ve experi¬ 
ence, but, instead of stopping with flie establishment of 
points of view or when he has set the note, he carries 
his principles through in detail with loving industry and 
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comprehensive architectonic skill. While common sense 
turns the scale with the English and analytical thought 
w’ith the French, the German allows the fancy and the heart 
to take an important part in the discussion, though in such 
a way tliat the scv(!ral faculties work t(»gether and in har¬ 
mony. While in France rationalism, mysticism, and the 
philosophy of the heart were divided among different 
thinkers (Descartes, Malebranche and Pascal, Rousseau), 
there is in evei*y German philosopher something of all 
three. The skeptical Kant provides a refuge for the postu¬ 
lates of thought in the sanctuary of faith; the earnest, ener¬ 
getic Fichte, toward the end of his life, takes his place 
among the mystics; Schelling thinks with the fancy and 
dreams with the understanding; and under the broad cloak 
of the Hegelian dialectic method, beside the reflection ol 
the Critique of Reason and of the Science of Knowledge, 
the fancies of the Philosophy of Nature, the deep inward¬ 
ness of B(‘)hme, even the whole wealth of em]>iri'‘al fact, 
found a place. As synthesis is predominant in his view of 
things, so a harmonizing, conciliatory tendency asserts itself 
in his relations to his predecessors: the results of j)revious 
philosophers are neither discarded out of hand nor acce})ted 
in the mass, hut all that appears in any way useful or akin 
to the new system is wrought in at its proper place, though 
often with considerable transformation. In this work of 
mediation there is considerable loss in definiteness, the 
just and comprehensive consideration of the most diverse 
interests not always making good the loss. And since such 
a philosophy, as we have already shown, engages the whole 
man, its disciple has neither impulse nor strength left for 
refomhng labors; while, on the other liand, he ])erceives no 
external call to undertake them, since he views the world 
through the glasses of his system. Thus philoso-phy in 
Germany, pursued chiefly by specialists, remains a profes¬ 
sional affair, and has not exercised a direct transforming 
influence on life( for Fichte, who helped to philo.sophize 
the French out of Germany, was an exception) ; but its 
influence has been 'the greater in the special sciences^ 
which in Germany more than any other land are handled ^ 
in a philosoiphic spirit. 
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The iticntal characteristics of these nations are reflected 
also in their methods of presentation. ']‘he style of the 
English philosopher is sober, compreliensible, diffuse, and 
slightly wearisome. The French use a fluent, elegant, 
lucid style which enterLains and dazzles by its epigram¬ 
matic phrases, in which not infrequently the epigram rules 
the thought. The German expresses his solid, thoughtful 
positions in a form which is at once ponderous and not 
e-asily understood; each writer constructs his own termin¬ 
ology, with a liberal admixture of foreign expressions, 
and the length of his paragraphs is exceeded only l)y the 
thickness of his books. These national distinctions may 
be traced even in externals. The Englishman makes liis 
divi.sioiis as they present themselves at first thought, and 
rather from a practical than from a logical point of view. 
Tlic analytic I^'ronchman prefers dichotomy, while trich¬ 
otomy corresj)onds to the synthetic, systematic character 
of (German tliinking; and Kant's naiVe delight, because in 
each class the third category unites its two predecessors, 
has been often experienced by many of his countrymen at 
the sight, of their own trichotomies. 

The division of labor in the ])re-Kantian philosophy 
among these three nationalities entirely agrees with the 
account given of the peculiarities of their philosophical 
endowment. The beginning falls to the share of France; 
Iwocke receives that tangled skein, the problem of knowl¬ 
edge, from the hand of Descartes, and passes it on to 
Leibnitz; and while the illumination in all three countries 
is converting the gold inherited from I^ocke and Leibnitz 
into small coin, the solution of the riddle rings out from 
Konigsberg. 



PART I 


FROM DESCARTES TO KANT 

CHAPTHR 11 

DESCARTES. 

The lon,^ conflict with Scholasticism, which had been 
carried on with ever increasing energy and ever sharper 
weapons, was brought by Descartes to a victorious close. 
'l‘he new movement, long desired, long sought, and ])repared 
for from many divectious, at letigth appears, ready and well- 
established. Descartes accom])lishes everything needful 
with the sure simplicity of genius. He furnishes philosophy 
with a settled point of departure in self-consciousness, 
offers her a method sure to .succeed in deduction from clein* 
and distinct conceptions, and assigns her the mechanical 
e.xplanation of nature as her most imperative and fruitful 
mission. 

Rene Descartes was horn at La Haye in Toiiraine, in 
1596, and died at Stockholm in 1650. Of the studies 
taught in the Jesuit school at La Fleche, mathematics 
alone was able to .satisfy his craving for clear and certain 
knowledge. The years 1613—17 he spent in Paris; then 
he enlisted in tlie military service of the Netherlands, and, 
in 1619, in that of llavaria. While in winter quarters at 
Neubiirg, he vowed a pilgrimage to Loretto if the Virgin 
would show him a way of escape from his tormenting 
doul>ts; and made the saving discovery of the foundations 
of a wonderful science/' At the end of four years this vow 
was fulfilled. On his return to Paris (1625), he was be¬ 
sought by his learned friends to give to the world his epoch- 
making ideas. Though, to escape the distractions of 
society, he kq)t his residence secret, as he had done during 
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his first stay in Paris, and frequently chau;4ed it, he was still 
unable to secure the complete privacy and leisure for scienti¬ 
fic work which he desired. 1'herefore he went to Holland 
in 1629, and sf)ent tvvenh' years of quiet productivity in 
Amsterdam, Franecker, Utrecht, Leeuwarden, Kgmond. 
Harderwijk, J^eyden, the palace of Kndegcest, and five other 
places. His work here was interrupted only by a few jour¬ 
neys, but much disturbed in its later year.s by annoying 
controversies with the theologian (iisl)ert Voetiiis of 
Utrecht, with Regius, a pupil who had deserted him, and 
with professors from Leyden. His correspondence with his 
French friends was conducted through }*ere Mersenne. In 
1649 he yielded to pressing invitations from Queen Christina 
of Sweden and removed to Stockholm. There his w^eak 
constitution was not adequate to the severity of the climate, 
and death overtook him within a few months. 

The two decades of retirement in the Netherlands were 
Descartes’s productive j>eriod. His motive in developing 
and wTiting out his thoughts was, essentially, the desire not 
to disappoint the widely spread belief that he was in posses¬ 
sion of a philosophy more certain than the common one. 
The work entitled Le Monde, begun in 1630 and almost com¬ 
pleted, remained unprinted, as the condemnation of Galileo 
(1632) frightened our philo.so]>her from puldication; frag¬ 
ments of it only, and a brief summary, appt^red after the 
author’s death. The chief works, the !)fScoi(rse on Method. 
the Meditations on the First Philosophy, and the Principles 
of Philosophy, ajypeared between 1637 and 1644,—the 
l^iscours dc la Methodc in 1637, together with three dis¬ 
sertations (the Dioptrics,” the '* Meteors,” and the 
” Geometr}’”), under the common title, Essais Philosophic 
qties. To the (six) Mcditaiioncs dc Prima Philosophia, 
published in 1641. and dedicated to the Paris Sorbonne, are 
api>ended the objections of various savants to whom the 
work had been communicated in manuscript, together with 
Descartes’s rejoinders. He himself considered the criticisms 
of Arnauld, printed fourth in order, as the most im^xirtant. 
The Third Objections are from Hiiblies, the Fifth from 
Gassendi, the First, w^hich were also the first received, from 
the theologian Catcrus of Antwerp, while the Second and 
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Sixth, collected by Mersenne, are from various theologians 
and mathematicians. In the second edition there were 
added, further, the Seventh Objections, by the Jesuit 
Bourdin, and the Replies of the author thereto. The four 
books of the Principia Philosophic^, published in 1644 and 
dedicated to Elizal)eth, Countess Palatine, give a systematic 
presentation of the new philosophy. The Discourse on 
Method api)eared, 1644, in a Latin translation, the Medita¬ 
tions the Principles in French, in 1647. The Treatise 
on the Passions was published in 1650; the Letters, 1657— 
67, in French, 166S. in Latin. The Opera Postuma, 1701, 
beside the Coiupendium of Music (written in 1618) and 
other portions of his posthumous writings, contain the 
“ Rules for the Direction of the Mind,” supposed to have 
been written in 1629, and the Search for Truth by the 
Light of Nature.” The complete works have been often 
published, both in Latin and in French. The eleven volume 
edition of Cousin appeared in 1824-26.* 

We begin our discussion with Descartes's noetical and 
metaphysical principles, and then take up in order his 
doctrine of nature and of man. 

1. The Principles. 

That which passes now'adays for science, and is taught as 
such in the schools, is nothing but a mass of disconnected, 
uncertain, and often contradictory opinions. A principle 
of unity and certainty is entirely lacking. If anything 
j^ermanent and irrefuta;ble is to be accomplished in science, 
everything hitherto considered true must be thoroughly 
demolished and built up anew. For we conic into the 
world as children and we form judgments of things, or 

•Of the many treatises on the philosophy of Descartes those of 
C. Shaarschmidt (Descartes tend Spinoza, 1850) and J. H. Lilwc, 1855, 
may be mentioned. Further, M. Heinze has discussed Die Sittenlehre 
des Descartes, 1872 ; Ed. Grimm, Descarte/ Lehre von den angeborenen 
Jdeen, 1873 ; G. Glogau, Darlegung und Kritil^ des Grundgelanbens 
der Cartesianisch, "Metaphysi^ (Zeitsekrift fur Philosophic, vol. Ixxiii. 
p. 209 seq,), 1878 ; Paul Natorp, Descartes' ErJ^enntnisstheorie, 1882 ; 
and Kas. Twardowski, Idee tend Perception in Descartes, 1892. In 
French, Francisque Bouillier (Histoire de la Philosophic Cartesienne, 
1854) and E. Saisset (Precurscurs et Disciples de Descartes, 1862) 
have written on Cartesianism. [The Method, Meditations, and 
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repeat them after others, before we have come into the full 
possession of our intellectual powers; so that it is no 
wonder that we are filled with a multitude of prejudices, 
from which we can thoroughly escape only by considering 
everything doubtful which shows the least sign of uncer¬ 
tainty. Let us renounce, therefore, all our old views, in 
order later to accept better ones in their stead; or, per¬ 
chance, to take the former up again after they shall have 
stood the test of rational criticism. The recognized pre¬ 
caution, never to jiut complete confidence in that which has 
once deceived us, holds of our relation to the senses as else¬ 
where. It is certain that they sometimes deceive us— 
perhaps they do so always. Again, we dream every day of 
things which nowhere exist, and there is no certain criterion 
by which to distinguish our dreams from our waiving 
moments,—what guarantee have we, then, that we are not 
always dreaming? Therefore, our doubt must first of all 
be directed to the existence of sensc-obiects i Nay, even 
mathematics must be suspected in spite of the apparent 
certainty of its axioms and demonstrations, since contro¬ 
versy and error are found in it also. 

I doubt or deny, then, that the world is what it api.)ears 
to be, that there is a God, that external objects exist, that 
I have a body, tliat twice two are four. One thing, how¬ 
ever, it is impossible for me to bring into question, namely, 
that I myself, who exercise this doubting, function, exist. 
There is one single point at wdiich doubt is forced to halt 
—^at the doubter, at the self-existence of the thinker. I 
can doubt everything except that I cIq^^ and that, in 
doubting, I am. Even if a superior being sought to de¬ 
ceive me in all my thinking, he could not succeed unless I 
existed, he could not cause me not to exist so long as I 
thought. To be deceived means to think falsely; but that 

Selections from the Principles have been translated into English by 
John Vcitch, 5th ed., 1879, and odicrs since ; and H. A. P. Torrey has 
published The Philosophy of Descartes in Extracts from his Writings, 
1892 (Sneath*s Modern Philosophers). The English reader may be 
referred, also, to MahafTy’s Descartes, 1880, in Blackwood’s Philoso¬ 
phical Classics ; to the article “ Cartesianism,** Encyclopeedia Britannica, 
9th ed., vol. v., by Edward Caird ; and, for a complete discussion, to 
the English translation of Fischer’s Descartes and his School by J. P. 
Cordy, 1887 .'~Tr.1 
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something is thought, no matter what it be, is no de¬ 
ception. It might lie true, indeed, that nothing at all ex¬ 
isted; but then there would be no one to conceive this 
non-cxistcnce. (iranted that everything may he a mistake; 
yet the being mistaken, the thinking is not a mistake. 
Everything is denied, but the denier remains. The whole 
content of consciousness is destroyed; con.sciousness itself, 
the doubting activity, the being of the thinker, is i nde - 
Cof/itatio sola a me dirclH ncquit. Thus the 
settled ]K>int of departure required for knowledge is found 
in tlie sclj-ccrtitiide oj the thinking ego. From the fact 
that I doul)t, ic., think, it follows that I, the doubter, the 
thinker, am. Cogito. ergo stmi is the first and most certaiii 
of all truths. 

The priiici])le, “ I think, therefore I am.” is not to be 
considered a deduction frcmi the major premise, “Whatever 
thinks exists.” It is rather true that this general proposi¬ 
tion is derived from the particular and earlier one. I must 
first realize in my own experience that, as thinking, I exist, 
before I can reach the general conclusion that thought and 
existence arc inseparable. This fundamcntcil truth is thus 
not a syllogism, but a not further deducible, self-evident, 
immediate cognition, a pure intuition— sum cogiUrns. Now, 
if my existence is revealed by my activity of thought, if my 
thought is my being, and the converse, if in me thought and 
existence are identical, then 1 am a being whose essence 
consists in thinkings I am a spirit, an ego, a rational soul. 
My existence follows only from my thinking, not from any 
chance action. Auihulo ergo sum would not be valid, but 
inihi videor or puio me amhulare, ergo sum. If I believe I 
am walking, I may undoubtedly be deceived concerning the 
outward action (as, for instance, in dreams), but never con¬ 
cerning my inward belief. Cogitatio includes all the conscious 
activities of the mind, volition, emotion, and sensation, as 
well as representation and cognition; they are all modi 
eogitandi. The existence of the mind is therefore the 
most certain of all things, We know the soul better than 
the body. It is for the present the only certainty, and 
ever}' other is dependent on this, the highest of all. 

What, then, is the peculiarity of this first and most cer- 



PRINCIPLES OF THE SYSTEM 


91 


tain knowledge which renders it self-evident and independ¬ 
ent of all proof, which makes us ahsolutely una'ble to doubt 
it? Its entire clearness and distinctness. Accordingly, I may 
conclude that everything which I perceive as clearly and 
distinctly as the cogito ergo sum is also true, and I reach 
this general rule, oiiinc cst verum, quod dare ef disfinctc per- 
cipio. So far, then, we have gained three things: a challenge 
to l>e inscribed over the p orja ls of certified knowledge, dr 
omnibus duhitandum ; a basal truth, sum cogitans ; a cri¬ 
terion of truth, clara et distincta pcrccptio. 

The doubt of Descartes is not the exjn'ession of a resigned 
spirit w’hich renounces the unattainable: it is precept, not 
doctrine, the starting point of philosophy, not its c(mclusion, 
a methodological instrument in the hand of a strong and 
confident longing for truth, which makes use of doubt to find 
the indubitalblc. It is not aimed at the possibility of attain¬ 
ing knowledge, but at the opinion that it has already been 
attained, at the credulity of the age, at its excessive ten¬ 
dency toward historical and |K)Iy-historical study, which 
confuses the acquisition and handing down of information 
with knowledge of the truth. That knowledge alone i-* 
certain wdiich is self-attained and self-tested—and this 
cannot be learned or handed down; it can only be redis¬ 
covered through examination and experience. Instead 
taking one’s own unsupported conjectures or the opinion> 
of others as a guide, the secret of the search for tnith is to 
become independent and of age, to think for one's self; 
and tlie only remedy against the dangers of self-deception and 
the ease of re))etition is to be found in doubting everything 
hitherto considered true. This is the meaning of the 
wdiicli is more comprehensive and more 
thorough than the Baconian. Descartes disputed only the 
certitude of the knowledge previously attained, not the 
possibility of knowledge—for of the latter no man is more 
firmly convinced than he. He is ratiqi^lisL not a skep^c. 
The intellect is assured against error just as soon as. freed 
from hindrances, it remains true to itself, as it puts forth 
all its pow’ers and lets nothing pass for truth which is not 
clearly and distinctly knemm. Descartes demands the same 
thing for the human understanding as l^uss^u at a later 
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period for the heart; a retnsn to iincorruptecl nature. This 
faith in the iinartificial, the original, the natural, this radical 
and naturalistic tendency is characteristically French. The 
purification of the mind, its deliverance from the rubbish 
of scholastic learning, from the pressure of authority, and 
from inert acceptance of the thinking of others—this is 
all. Descartes finds the clearest proof of the mind's ca¬ 
pacity for truth in mathematics, Avhose trustworthiness he 
never seriously questioned, but only hypothetically, in order 
to exhibit the still higher certainty of the “ I think, there¬ 
fore I am." He wants to give philosophy the stable char¬ 
acter which had so impressed him in mathematics when he 
was a boy, and recommends her, therefore, not merely the 
evidence of mathematics as a general example, but the 
mathematical method for definite imitation. Metaphysics, 
like mathematics, must derive its conclusions by deduction 
from self-evident principle.s. Thus the geometrical method 
begins its rule in philosophy, a rule not always attended 
with beneficial results. - 

With this criterion of truth Descartes advances to the 
consideration of ideas. He distinguishes v olitio n and judg- J 
meiitfrom ideas in the narrow sen.se {imaipncs)^ and divides 
the latter, according to their origin, into three classes: 
idccc innaicr, adveuiituv, a me il>so jacia% con.sidering tlie 
second class, the " adventitious " ideas, the most numerous, 
but the first, the “ innajte " ideas, the most important. No 
idea is higher or clearer than the idea of God or the 
most perfect being. Whence comes this idea? That every 
idea must have a cause, follows from the ‘‘ clear and dis¬ 
tinct ” principle that nothing produces nothing. It follows 
from this same principle, ex nihilo nihil fit, however, that 
the cause must contain as much reality or perfection— 
realitas and perfectio are synonymous—as the effect^, for 
otherwise the overplus would have come from nothing. So 
much abjective," representative) reality contained in an 
idea*, so much or more formal," actual) reality must be 
contained in its cause. The idea of God as infinite, inde¬ 
pendent, omnipotent, ohiniscient, and creative substance, ] 
has not come to me through the senses, nor have I formed 
it myself.'; The power to conceive a being more perfect 
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than myself, can have only com® from someone who is more 
perfect in reality than I. Since I know that the infinite con¬ 
tains more reality than the finite, I may conclude that the 
idea of the infinite has not been derived from the idea of 
the finite by abstraction and nej^ation; it precedes the 
latter, and 1 become conscious of my defects and my fini- 
tude only by comparison with the absolute perfection of 
God. This idea, then, must have 1>een implanted in me 
by God himself. The idea of God is an original endow¬ 
ment; i^is as innate as the idea of myself. . However 
incomplete it may be, it is still sufficient to .give a knowl¬ 
edge of God’s existence, althougli not a perfect compre¬ 
hension of his being, just as a man may skirt a mountain 
without encircling it. 

Descartes brings in the idea of God in order to escape 
solipsism. So long as the self-consciousness of tlie ego re¬ 
mained the only certainty, there was no conclusive basis 
for the assumption that anything exists beyond self, 
that the ideas which apparently come from without are 
really occasioned by external things and do not spring from 
the mind itself. For our natural instinct to refer them to 
objects without us might well be deceptive. It is only 
through the idea of God, and by help of the principle 
that the cause must contain at least as much reality ^as the 
effect, that I am taken beyond myself and assured that I 
am not the only thing in the worlcb^ For as this idea con¬ 
tains more of representative, than I of actual reality, I 
cannot have been its cause.^j 

To this empirical ar<iunient . which derives God's exist¬ 
ence from our idea of God (from the fact that we have an 
idea of him), Descartes joins the (modified) ontol ogical ar- 
gument (»f A nsel m, which deduces the e xigteurp nf 
from the c oncept ^of^jGod. While the ideas of all other 
things include only the possibility of existence, necessary 
existence is inseparable from the concept of the most perfect 
being. God cannot be thought apart from existence; he 
has the ground of his existence in himself; he is a se or 
causa sui. Fins^. Descartes adds a third argument. The 
idea of perfeclions which I do not possess can only have 
been imparted tQ me by a more perfect being than I, which 
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has bestowed on me all tliiU I iixn and all that I am capa¬ 
ble of l)ect)ming. If 1 had created m\'sclf, I would have 
bestowed upon myself these absent ^perfections also. 
And the existence of a jpliirality of causes is negatived by 
the su])rcnie perfection which T conceive in the idea of 
t^^od, the indivisible unity of his attributes. Among the 
attributes of God liis veracity is of specul J^inportance. It is 
impossible that he should will to deceive us; that he should 
be the cause of our errors. God would l>e a deceiver, if he 
had endowed us with a reason to wliich error should appear 
true, even when it uses all its foresight in avoiding it and 
assents only to that which it clearly and distinctly per¬ 
ceives. Error is man's own fault; he falls into it only when 
he misuses the divine giff of knowledge, whicli includes its 
own stantlard. Thus Descartes finds new confirmation for 
his test of truth in tlie vcracifas dci. Erdmann has given a 
iKfttcr defense of Descartes than the philosopher himself 
against the charge that this is arguing in a circle, inasmuch its 
the existence of God is proved by the criterion of truth, and 
then the latter by the former: The criterion of certitude is 
the ratio coc/nosccudi of God's existence; God is the ratio 
rssendi of the criterion of certitude. In the order of exist¬ 
ence God is first, he creates the reason together with its 
criterion; in the order of knowledge the criterion precedes, 
and God's existence follows from it. Descartes himself 
endeavors to avoid the circle by making intuitive knowl-' 
edge self-evident, and by not bringing in the appeal to 
God's veracity in demonstrative knowledge until, in reflect¬ 
ive thought, we no kmger have each separate link in the* 
chain of proof present to our minds with full intuitive cer¬ 
tainty, but only rcMnember that we have previously under¬ 
stood the matter with clearness and distinctness. 

Our ideas represent in ])art things, in ])art qualities. 
Substance is defined by the concept of independence as res 
quee ita e.ristit, iit nulla alia re indigeat ad cxiste^rdum ; a 
pregnant definition uith which the concept of substance 
gains the leadership in metaphysics, which it held till the 
time of Hume and Kant, sharing it then with the conception 
of cause or, rather, relinquishing it to the latter. The Spi- 
nozistic conclusion that, according to the strict meaning of 
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this definition, there is hut one substance, (lod, who, as 
aiusa sui, has absolutely no need ot any other thing in order 
to his existence, was announced by Descartes himself. If 
created substances are under discussion, the term does not 
apply to them in the same sense (not univocc) as when we 
speak of the infinite substance; created beings re(|uire a 
different explanation, they are things which need for 
their existence only the co-operation of God, and have n<j 
need of one another. Substance is cognized through its 
qualities, among which one is pre-eminent from tlic fact that 
it expngsses the (,\ss ence or nature of the filing, and that it 
is conceived thnnigli itself, without the aid of the others, 
while they presuppose it and cannot lie thought without it. 
1'he fonner fundamental properties are termed attri).>utes. 
and these secondary ones, niches or acciclents. Position, 
figure, motion, are contingent properties of liocly; they pre- 
supjiose that it is extended or spatial; they arc modi exten- 
sionis, as feeling, volition, desire, representation, and judg¬ 
ment are possible only in a conscious being, and hence are 
merely modifications of thought. Ivxteii si on is tlie 
tial 0 £ constitutive attribute of J)ody\ and thought pf mind. 
Body is never without extension, and mind nigycT. yyithqut 
thought —semper cogitaf. Guided by the self-evident 
])rinciple that the non-existent has no properties, we argue 
from a perceived quality to a substance as its possessor or 
support. Substances are distinct from one another when 
w’e can clearly and distinctly cognize one w ithout the other. 
Now', we can adequately conceive mind without a corporeal 
attribute and body without a spiritual one ; the former has 
nothing of extension in it, the latter nothing of thought: 
hence thinking substance and extended substance are 
-entirely distinct and have nothing in common. ^Tatter j^d 
mind^are distinct realiter, matter and extension idcaliter 
merely. Thus we attain three clear and distinct ideas, three 
eternal verities: substantia infimta sivc deus, substantia 
finita cogitans sivc mens, substantia extensa she corpus. 
By this abrupt contraposition of Jjudyr and miQ4 re- 
ciprc 2 cally sfib^ikuces, Descartes founded that 

3u^^m, as whose typical representative he is still honored 
or oj^osecl. This dualism between the material and spiri- 




96 


DESCARTES 


fcual worlds belongs to those standpoints which are valid 
without being ultimate truth; on the pyramid of meta¬ 
physical knowledge it takes a high, but not the highest, 
place. We may not rest in it, yet it retains a permanent 
, value in opposition to subordinate theories. It is in the 
right against a materialism which still lacks insight into the 
essential distinction between mind and matter, thought and 
extension, consciousness and motion; it loses its validity 
when, with a full consideration and conservation of the dis¬ 
tinction between these two spheres, w^e succeed in bridging 
over the gulf between them, whether this is accomplished 
through a philosophy of identity, like that of Spinoza and 
Schelling, or by an idefdism, like that of Tvoibnitz or I'ichte. 
In any case philosophy retains as an inalienable possession 
the negative conclusion, that, in view of the heterogeneity of 
consciousness and motion, the inner life is not reducible to 
material phenomena. This clear and simple distinction, 
which sets bounds to every confusion of spiritual and 
material existence, was an act of emancipation; it worked 
on the sultry intellectual atmosphere of the time with the 
purifying and illuminating power of a lightning flash. We 
shall find the later development of philosophy starting from 
the Q^artesian dualism. 

Descartes himself looked upon the fundamental princi¬ 
ples which have now been discussed as merely the founda¬ 
tion for his life work, as the entrance portal to his cosmol¬ 
ogy. Posterity has judged otherwise; it finds his chief 
work in that which he considered a mere preparation for 
it. The start from doubt, the self-certitude of the thinking 
ego, the rational criterion of certitude, the question of the 
origin of ideas, the concept of substance, the essential dis- 
j. tinction between conscious activity and corporeal being, 
! I and, also, the principle of thoroughgoing mechanism in 
the material world (from his philosophy of nature)—^these 
are the thoughts which assure his immortality. The vesti¬ 
bule has brought the builder more fame, and has proved 
more enduring, than the temple: of the latter only the 
ruins remain; the fonner has remained undestroyed through 
the centuries. 
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2. Nature. 

What guarantee have we for the existence of material 
o])jects affecting our senses? That the ideas of sense do not 
come from ourselves, is shown by the fact that it is not in 
our ])Ower to determine the objects which we perceive, or 
the character of our perception of them. The supposition 
that (jod has caused our perceptions directly, or by means 
of something w'hich has no resemblance whatever to an ex¬ 
ternal object extended in three dimensions and movable, i^ 
excluded by the fact that God is not a deceiver. In reliance 
on God*s veracity we may accept as true w^hatever the 
reason declares concerning body, tliough not all the reports 
of the senses, which so often deceive us. At the instance of 
the senses we clearly and distinctly perceive matter distinct 
from our mind and from God, extended in three dimensions, 
length, breadth, and depth, with variously formed and vari¬ 
ously moving parts, which occasion in us sensations of 
many kinds. The.' belief that perception makes known 
things as they really are is a prejudice of sense to be dis¬ 
carded: on the contrary, it merely informs us concerning 
the utility or harmfulness of objects, concerning their rela¬ 
tion to -man as a being comj)Oscd of soul and body. (The 
body is that material thing which is very intimately joined 
with the mind, and occasions in the latter certain feelings, 
r.g., i^ain, which as merely cogitative it wanild not have.) 
Sense qualities, as color, sound, odor, cannot constitute the 
essence of matter, for their variation or loss changes nothing 
in it; I can abstract from them without the material thing 
disappearing.* There is one property, how'cver, extensive 
magnitude {quantitas)j whose removal would imply the de¬ 
struction of matter itself. Thus I j)crceive by pure thought 
that the essence of matter consists in extension, in that 
wdiich constitutes the object of geometry, in that magnitude 
which is divisible, figurable, and movable. This thesis 
{ corpus-extensio sive spatiiwi) is next defended by Des¬ 
cartes against several objections. In reply to the objection 

* They arc merely subjective states in the perceiver, and entirely 
unlike the motions whicli give rise to them, altliough there is a certain 
agreement, as the differences and variations in sensation are paralleled 
by those in the object. 
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drawn from the coiKlensatiun and rarefaction of bodies, lie 
urges that the apparent increase or decrease in extension is, 
in fact, a mere change of figure; that the rarefaction of :i 
body diCpends on the increase in size of the intervals bel vvoen 
its j)arts, and the entrance into them of foreign bodies, just 
as a sponge swells up when its pores become filled with water 
and, tiierefore, enlarged. The demand that the pores, and 
the bodies which force their way into them, should always 
be perceptible to the senses, is groundless. - He meets the 
second point, tliat we call extension by itself space, and not 
] ody, l)y maintaining that the distinction between exten¬ 
sion and coqxireal substance is a distinction in thought, and 
not in reality; that attribute and substance, mathematical 
and physical bodies, are not distinct in fact but only in our 
Thought of them. \Vc apply the term space to extension 
ill general, as an abstraction, and body to a given individual, 
<leterminate, limited extension. In reality, wherever ex¬ 
tension is, there substance is also,— the non-existent, has no 
extension,—and wherever space is, there matter is also. 
Jim/pty space does not exist. When we say a vessel is 
empty, we mean that the bodies which fill it are imperce[)- 
tible; if it were absolutely empty its sides would touch. 
Descartes argues against the atomic theory and against tlie 
finitude of the world, as he argues against empty space ; 
matter, as well as space, has no smallest, indivisible parts, 
and the extension of the world has no end. In the identi- 
lication of space and matter the former receives fullness 
from the latter, and the latter iinlimitedness from the 
former, both internal unlimitcdness (endless divisibility) 
and external (boundlessness). Hence there are not several 
matters but only one (homogeneous) matter, and only one 
(illimitable) world. 

Matter is divisible, figurable, movable quantity. Natu¬ 
ral science needs no other principles than these indisputably 
true conceptions, by which all natural phenomena may be 
explained, and must employ no others. The most important 
is motion, on which all the diversity of forms depends. Cor- 
jjoreal l^eirug has been shown to be extension; corporeal 
liecoming is motion. Motion is defined as “the transport¬ 
ing of one part of matter, or of one body, from the vicinity 
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)f those bodies tluit are in ininiecliale cuntjict with it. or 
wdiich we regard as at rest, to the vicinity of other bodies.” 
"J'his se])aration of bodies is reciprocal, hence it is a matter 
of choice which shall l)e considered at rest. Besides its 
*»wn proper motion in reference to the bodies in its imme¬ 
diate vicinity, a body can participate in very many other 
'motions: the traveler walking back and forth on the deck 
of a ship, for instance, in the in<nkm of the vessel, of the 
waves, and of the earth, 'the coiiimon view of motion as 
an activity is erroneous; since it recjiiires force not only to 
set in motion lujdies which are at rest, but also to sto]> 
those which are in motion, it is clt*ar that motion implies 
no more activity than rest. Both are simjdy difTerent 
states of matter. Since there is no empty space, each mo¬ 
tion spreads to a wliole circle of bodies: A forces B out of 
its place, B drives out C, anc^o on, until Z takes up the 
]K)sition which A has left. 

The ultimate cause of motion is God. He has created 
!)odies with an original measure of motion and rest, and, 
in accordance with his immuUble character, he preserves 
this cjuantitv of motion unchanged: it remains constant in 
tlic wa)rld as a whole, though it varies in individual bodies. 

For with the power to create or destroy motion bodies 
lack, further, the power to alter their quantity of motion. 

By the side of God, the ])riinary cause of motion, the laws 
, of motion appear as secondary causes. The first of these 
is the one become familiar under the name, law.b^ertia: 
Everything continues of itself in the state (of motion or 
rest) in which it is, and changes its state only as a result of 
some extraneous cause. 'Phe second of these laws, which 
are so valuable in mechanics, runs: Every ])ortion of matter « 
tends to continue a -motion which has ])ccn begun in the \ 
same direction, hence in a straight line, and clianges its ; 
. direction only under the influence of another l)ody, as in . 
the case of the circle above described. Descartes l)ases \ 
these la\ys on the unchangeahleness of (h)d and the sim¬ 
plicity of his world-conserving (f.c., constantly creative) 
activity. Tlie third law relates to the communication of 
motion: but Descartes does not recognize the equality of 
; action and reaction as universally as the fact demands. If a 
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body ill motion meets another hody, and its power (to con¬ 
tinue its motion in a straight line) is less than the resistance 
of the other on which it has impinged, it retains its motion, 
hut in a different direction: it rebounds in the oi:)posite 
direction. If, on the contrary, its force is greater, it carries 
the other body along with it, and loses so much of its own 
motion as it imparts to the latter. I'he seven further 
rules added to these contain much that is erroneous. 
actio in distans is rejected, all the phenomena of motion 
are traced hack to pressure and impulse. Whe distinction 
between fluid and solid hpdies is based on the greater or 
less mobility of their partsy 

The leading principle ih the special |>art of the Cartesian 
lihysics,—we can only briefly sketch it,—which embraces, 
first, celestial, and, then^ terrestrial jflienomcna, is the axiom 
that we cannot estimate God’s jxiwer and goodness too 
highly, nor ourselves too meanly. It is presumptuous to seek 
to comprehend the purjioscs of God in creation, to consider 
ourselves participants in his plans, to imagine that things 
exist simply for our sake—there are many things which no ■ 
man sees and which are of advantage to none. Nothing is 
to be interpreted teleologically, but all must he interpreted 
from clearly known attributes, hence purely inechanicall}'. 
After treating of the distances of the various heavenly 
bodies, of the indef)cndent light of the sun and the fixed stars 
and the reflected light of the planets, among w^hich the earth 
belongs, Descartes discusses the motion of the heavenly 
bodies. In reference to the motion of the earth he seeks 
a middle course between the theories of Cojiernicus and 
Tycho Brahe. He agrees with Copernicus in the main 
])oint, but, in reliance on his definition of motion, maintains 
that the eartli is at rest, viz., in rcs]:)cct to its immediate 
surroundings. It is clear that the harmony of his views 
with those of the Church (though it was only a verbal agree¬ 
ment) was not unwelcome to him. According to his hypoth¬ 
esis,—as he suggests, perhaps an erroneous hypothesis,— 
the fluid matter wliich fills the heavenly spaces, and which 
may be compared to a vortex or whirlpool, circles about the 
sun and carries the planets along with it, 'Thus the planets 
move in relation to the sun, but are at rest in relation to • 
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the adjacent portions of the matter of ihe heavens. In 
\'icvv of the 'biblical doctrine, according to which the world 
and all that therein is was created at a stroke, he apolo- 
ijetically describes his attempt to explain the ori-in of (he 
world from chaos under the laws of motion as a scientific 
fiction, intended merely to make the process more compre* 
licnsihle. It is more easily conceivable, if we think of 
the things in the world as though tliey had heen gradually 
formed from elements, as the plant develo])s from the seed. 

We now pass to the Cartesian anthropedogy, with its 
three chief c>])jccts: the hodv . the scyuj., and the union of 
the two. 


3- Man- 

The human body, like all organic ]) 0 (lies, is a machine. 
Artificial automata and nattiral bodies are flistinguishcd 
only in degree. Machines fashioned Iw the hand of man 
(>erform their functions by means of visible and tangii)le 
instruments, while natural bodies ein]>loy organs which, for 
the most part, are too minute to be perceived. As the clock- 
juaker constructs a clock from wheels and weights so that 
it. is able to go of itself, so God has made man's ])ody«out of 
dust, only, being a far superior artist, lie produces a work 
of art whicli is better constructed and capable of far more 
wonderful movements. The cause of death is the destruc¬ 
tion of some important part of the machine, which prevents 
it from running longer; a corpse is a broken clock, and the 
departure of the soul comes only as a result of death. The 
common opinion that the soul generates life in the body is ^ 
erroneous. It is rather true that life must be present before 
the soul enters into union with the body, as it is also true ( 
that life mu.st have ended before it dissolves the bond. 

The sole principles of physiology arc motion and heat. 
The heat (vital warmth, a fire without light), which God has 
put in the heart as the central organ of life, has for its 
function the promotion of the circulation of the blood, in 
the description of which Descartes mentions with praise the 
. discoveries of Harvey {De Motu Cordis ct Sanguinis in 
Aninialibus, 1628). From the blood are separated its finest. 
..most fiery, and most mobile parts, called by Descartes 
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"aniina l s] )k Us'* (sfiiriiits anitnalcs skr corl^oralcs), anti 
described as a “very subtle wind” or “pure and vivid flanie,” 
which ascend into Uie cavities of the brain, reach the omeal 
suspended in its center (conarion, cjlatis f'ineaHs, glav. 
(ii(la), pass into the nerves, and, by their action on the 
muscles connected with the nerves, effect the motions of tlie 
limbs. These views refer to the body alone, and so are as true 
t.>f animals as of men. If aut(Mnata existed similar to animal> 
in all resj)ects, both external anil internal, it would be 
alisolutely impossible to distinguish them frinn real animals. 
If, however, they were made to resemble human bodies, twi- 
signs would indicate their unreality--we would find no com¬ 
munication of ideas by means of language, and also an absence 
of those bodily movements which take their origin in the 
reason (and not merely in the constitution of the body). The 
only thing which rai.ses man above the brute is his rational 
soul, which we are on no account to consider a product of 
matter, but which is an express creation of l.fod, superadded. 
The union of the soul or the mind (aniiua sivc mens) with 
the body is, it is true, not so loo.se that the mind merely dwells 
in the body, like a pilot in a ship, nor. on (he other hand, in 
view (*f the essential contrariety of the two substances, is it 
so intimate as to be more than a nnio coinj^osifiojus. A\ 
tliough the soul is united h* the whole body, an e.speciall\ 
active intercourse between them is develo])ed at a single 
p()int, tlie 4 )jnc^iLig;l 5 p.\d, which is distinguished by its central, 
protected position,, above all. by the fact that it is tTi e onf v^ 
cerebral organ that is not dpnble^ This gland, together 
with the animal spirits ]xissing to and from it. mediates 
lietwecii mind and body; and as the point of union for the. 
twofold impressions from the (right and left ) eyes and ears, 
without which (>l)jects would he perceived doulile instead of 
single, is the seat of the soul. Here the soul exercisCvS a 
direct influence on tlie Ixidy and is directly affected by it; 
here it dwells, and at will produces a sliglit, peculiar move¬ 
ment of the gland, through this a change in the course (»f 
the animal spirits (for it is not cajiable of generating motion, 
but only of changing its direction), and, finally, movements 
of the members; just as, on the other hand, it remarks the 
slightest change in the course of the spiritus through a cor- 
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resjH)ndin.» iwovcment of the gjlatul, whose motions vary ac¬ 
cording to the sensuous properties of the object to be per¬ 
ceived, and res])onds by sensati()njy Although l.)escarle<; 
thus limits the direct interaction of soul and body to a 
small part of the organism, lie makes an exception in the 
case of incjiioria, wliicli appears to him to he more of a 
physical than a psychical function, and vhich he conjec¬ 
tures to be difiused through the wl’ole hrain. 

In spite of the comprehensive meaning which Descartes 
gives to the notion cof/lfatio, it is yet tf)() narrow to leave 
room for an uniiua vegetaiu^: and an mnnia srnsifivn. 
Whoever makes mind and stml efjiiivalent, liolds that their 
essence consists in consciotis activity alone, and interpret- 
seiisation as a mode of thought, cannot escape the paradox 
o\ denying to animals the possession of a soul. Descartes 
(h)es not shrink from such a conclusion, .\niinals are mere 
machines: they are bodies animated, but soulless; they lack 
conscious perception and appetition, th(»ugh not the av>- 
pearance of them. When a cl(K'k strikes seven it knows 
notliing of the fact: it does not regret tliat it is st> late nor 
long soon to he able strike eight; it wills nothing, feels 
nothing, perceives nothing. 'I'he lot of the l^rnie is the 
same. It see^^ and hears nothing, it docs not hunger or 
thirst, it does not rejoice or fear, if by these anything more 
than mere cor]>oreal phenomena is to he meant: of all these 
it]>osscsses merely tlie unconscious material basis; it moves 
and motion goes on in it^—that is all. 

'riie psychology of De.scartes. whicli has had important 
results,* divides cogitatioiies into tw(» classes: actioves aivl 
passioiu's, Actioji denotes everything which takes its ori- 
giti in, and is in the power of, the soul: passion, everything 
which the soul receives from without, in which it can make 
n(» change, wliich is impressed upon it. 'fhe further de¬ 
velopment of this distinction is marred by the crossing of 
the most diverse lines of thought, resulting in obscurities and 
contradictions. Descartes's simi)le, naiVe habits of thought 
and speech, which were those of a man of the world rather 
than of a scliolar, were finite inconip.atihle with the adop¬ 
tion and consistent use of a finely discriminated teniii- 

* For details cf. the able monograph of Dr. Anton Koch, 188). 
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iiology; he is very free with sivc, and not very careful with 
the expressions actio, passio, perceptio, affcctio, voliLio, 
i'irst he equates activity and willing, for tlic will springs ex¬ 
clusively from the soul—it is only in willing that the latter is 
entirely independent; while, on the other liand, passivity is 
made equivalent to representation and cognition, for the soul 
does not create its ideas, but receives them,-- sensuous 
impressions coming to her quite evidently from the body. 
These equations, '^aciio ^ the practical, passio — the theo¬ 
retical fiinclioii/' are soon limited and modified, however. 
The natural a])petitcs and atTections are forms of volition, 
it is true, but not free products of the mind, for llu*y lake 
their origin in its connection wiih the body. Furtlier. 
not all ])erceptions have a sensuous origin: wlien tlu* soul 
makes free use of its i{]eas in imagination, es])ecially wlien in 
]Hire thought it dwells on itself, when without the inter¬ 
ference of the imagination it gazes on its rational nature, 
it is by no means passive merely. Iiver\' act of tlu* will, 
again, is accompanied by the consciousness of volition. The 
volitio is an activity, the cotjitatio voliiioms a ])assivity; the 
soul affects itself, is j)assively affected througli its own 
activity, is at the same instant both active and ])assive. 
Thus not every volition, c.g., sensuous desire, In action 
nor all perception, ^^//., that i>f the pure intellect, passion. 
l^Tnally, certain ps-vcliical phenomena fall indifferently under 
the head of perception or of volition, c.y., pain, which is 
both an indistinct idea of something and an impulse to 
shun it. In accordance with these emendations, and omit¬ 
ting certain disturbing points of secondary intportance, the 
matter may be thus represented : 

COGITATIO. 

ACTIO, j PASSXO, 

(Mens sola : clarae et distinct* ' (Mens iinita cum corpore : 

idcac.) confusx idea?.) 

Volitio : 6. Voluntas. 3A Com- j 5tf. Affcctus. 2. Appetitus 

I motiones naturalcs. 

I intellectualcs. , '—---- 

Judicium. intcrni. 


Perceptio : 4. Imaginatio. 

5. Intellcctus. 4^. Phantasia. 14a, Memoria. 1. Sensus externi. 
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Accordingly .six grades of mental function are to be 
'listinguished: (1) Tlie external senses. (2) The natural 
appetites, yi) The j)assions (which, together with the 
natural appetites, constitute the internal senses, and from 
which the mental emotions produced by the intellect are 
((uite distinct). (4) The imagination with its two divisions, 
passive memory and active phantasy. (.5) The intellect 
or reason. (0) The will. 4‘hese various stages or facul¬ 
ties are, however, not distinct parts of t,he soul, as in the 
old psyclioiogy, in oi)positioii to which Descartes em- 
]>hatically defends the unify oj fhc soul. It is one and 
the same j)sychical power that exercises the higher and 
ihe lower, the rational and the sensiuais, the ])ractical and 
the theoretical activities. 

Of tliC nientnl functions, whether repre.^eniative images, 
3 )erceptions, or volitions, a ]jart arc referred to body (to 
j>arts of our own ])ody, often also to external objects), 
and produced by the body (by the animal sihrits and, gener¬ 
ally, by the nerves as well), wliile the rest iind botli object 
and cause in the soul. Intermediate between the two classes 
stand those acts of the will which are caused by the soul, 
but which relate to the body, e.//., when I resolve to walk 
nr leap; and, what is more import^int, the passions, which 
relate to the soul itself, hut which are called forth, sus- 
lained, and intensified by certain motions of the animal 
>])irits. Since only those beings which consist of a body as 
well as a soul are cajxible of the passions, these are specifi¬ 
cally human phenomena. These alTections, though very 
numerous, may be reduced to a few simple or primary ones, 
of w^hich the rest are mere specializations or combinations. 
Descartes enumerates six primitive passions (w'hich num¬ 
ber Spinoza afterward reduced one-half amor 
ct odium, cuhiditas ydcsir), (/audium ct tristitia. The first 
and the fourth have no opposites, the former being neither 
positive nor negative, and the latter both at once. Wonder, 
which includes under it esteem and contempt, signifies in¬ 
terest in an object -which neither attracts us by its utility 
nor repels us by its hurtfulness, and yet does not leave us 
indifferent. It is aroused by the powerful or surprising 
impression made by the extraordinary, the rare, the unex- 
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pected. Love seeks to apj)ropriate that which is profit.:iI)le: 
hate, to ward off that which is harmful, to destroy that 
wliich is hostile. Desire or lonoiii" looks with hope or fear 
to tile tut lire. W hen tliat which is feared or lioped for ha- 
come to iKiss, joy and i>rief come in, whicli relate t(» cxi‘<t- 
in',^ ,:iOod and evil, as de.sire relates t(» those to come. 

The Cartesian theory of the pa.ssions forms the hrid^^e over 
wliich its author passes from ])sych()logy to ethics. No soul 
i.s so weak as to Ix' incapal)le of ccnnjdetely masterinct it - 
passions, and of so directing them llial from them all there 
will result that jovcuis temper advantageous to the reason. 
The freedom of the will is unlimited. Although a diree: 
influence on the {)assions is denied it,—it can neither annul 
them merely at its hidding, nor at once reduce them to si¬ 
lence, at least, not the more violent ones, -it still has an indi ¬ 
rect power over them in two way*-, louring the continuanc'. 
of the affection (e.//., fear) it is able to arre.st the bodily 
movements to which the affection tends (flight), though 
not the (‘motion itself, and, in the intervals of (juiet, it can 
take measures to render a new attack of the jiassion les< 
dangerous, fnstend of enlisting one passion against an¬ 
other, a plan whicli would mean only an appearance of free ¬ 
dom, 'but in fact a continuance in liondagc, the soul .should 
fight with its own weapons, with fixed maxims (jitdicia), 
based on certain knowledge of good and evil. The will 
conquers the emotions by means of principles, by clear and 
distinct knowledge, Avhich sees through and corrects the: 
false values ascribed to things by the excitement of the 
passions. Besides this negative requirement, “subjec¬ 
tion of the passions,” Descartes' contributions to ethics— 
in the letters to Princess Elizabeth on human happincs,-;. 
and to Queen Christina on love and the highest good— 
were inconsiderable. WTsdoni is the carrying out of that 
whicli has been seen to be 1>est, virtue is steadfastness, sin 
inconstancy therein. The goal of human endeavor is 
peace of conscience, which is attained only through the 
determination to -he virtuous, i.c,. to live in harmony with 
self. 

Besides its ethical mission, the will has allotted to it 
the theoretical function of affirmation and negation, ie., ot 
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judgir.ent. If (Irod in his veracity and goodness has be¬ 
stowed on man the [) 0 \ver to know truth, liow is misuse of 
this power, how is error possiljle? Single sensations and 
ideas cannot l)e false, Ivat only judgments— the reference of 
ideas to objects. Judgment or assent is a matter of the 
will; so that when it makes erroneous anirmations or neira- 
tions, when it i)refers the false judgment to the true, it 
alone is guilty. Our understanding is limited, our will 
unlimited; the latter reaches further than the former, and 
can assent to a judgment even before its constituent part^ 
have attained the requisite degree of clearness. J'al.-e 
judgment is prejudgmcnt, for which we can hold neither 
God nor uiir own nature responsible. The ])ossibility of 
error, as well as the possibility of avoiding error, resides 
in the will. This has the power to ]:)Ostpone its assent or 
dissent, to hold back its decision until the ideas have be¬ 
come entirely clear and distinct. The supreme perfection 
is the liberfas non ctrandi. Thus knowledge itself be¬ 
comes a moral function: the true and the good are in 
the last analysis identical. The contradiction with wdiich 
Descartes has been charged, that he makes volition and 
cognition reciprocally determinative, that he bases iiKwal 
goodness on the clearness of ideas and t*ice 7'crsa, does not 
exist. We must, distinguish between a theoretical and a 
practical stadium in the will; it is true of the latter that it 
dej>ends on knowledge of the right, of the former that the 
knowledge of the right is dependent on it. In order to the 
possibility of moral aciion the will must conform to clear 
judgment; in order to the pn^duction of the latter the 
will must hr moral. It is the unit-soul, which first, by 
freely avoiding overhasty judgment, comiizes the truth, 
to exemplify it later in moral conduct. / 
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THE DEVEEOT'MENT AND TRANSFORMATION 
OV CARTESrANlSM IN THE NETHERLANDS 
AND JX FRANCE/'*^ 

1. Occasionalism: Geulincx. 

The propagation and defense of a system of thought 
soon give occasion to its adherents to inirify, complete, 
and transform it. Obscurities and contradictions are dis¬ 
covered, which the rna'^tcT has overlooked or allowed to 
remain, and the disci[)Ic exerts himself to remove them, 
while retaining the fundamental doctrines. In the system 
of Descartes there were t\^*o closely connected points which 
demanded clarification and correction, viz., his double dual¬ 
ism (1) between extended substance and thinking substance, 
(2) between created substance and the divine substance. 
In contrast with each other mutter and mind are sub¬ 
stances or independent beings, for the clear conception 
of body contains naught of consciousness, thought, rqjres- 
entation, and that of mind nothing of extension, matter, 
motion. In comparison with God they are not so; apart 
from the creator they can neither exist nor be conceived. 
In e\Try case where the attempt is made to distinguish 
between intrinsic and general (as here, between substance 
in the stricter and wdder senses), an indecision betrays 
itself which is not permanently endured, i 
The substantiality of the material ana spiritual worlds 
maintained by Descartes finds an excellent counterpart in 
his (entirely modern) tendency to push the concursus dei 
us far as ipossible into the background, to limit it to the pro¬ 
duction of the original condition of things, to give over mo¬ 
tion, once created, to its own laws, and ideas implanted 
in the mind to its own independent activity; but it is hard 

* Cf. G. Monchamp, Histoire du Cartesianisme en Belgique^ 
Brustels, 1886. 
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to reconcile with it the view, popular in the Middle Ages, 
that the preservation of the world is a perpetual creation. 
In the former case the relation of God to the world is 
made an external relation; in the latter, an internal one. 
In the one the world is thought of as a clock, which once 
wound up runs on mechanically, in the second it is likened 
to a piece of music which the composer himself recites. It 
God preserves created things by continually recreating them 
they are not substances at all; if they are substances, preser¬ 
vation becomes an empty word, which we repeat after the 
theologians without igiving it any real meaning. 

Matter and spirit stand related in our thought only by 
w'ay of exclusion; is the same true of them in realityr 
They can be conceived and can exist without each other; 
can they, further, w ithout each other effect, all tliat we per¬ 
ceive them to accomplisii? ITiere are some motions in the 
material wmrld wdiich we refer to a voluntary decision of 
the soul, and some among our ideas (r.r/,, perceptions of 
the senses) which w^e refer to coq^oreal phenomena as their 
causes. If body and soul are substances, how can they be 
dependent on each other in certain of their activities, it 
they are of opp^^sitc natures, how^ can they affect each other?. 
How can the iiicoq)oreal, unmoved spirit move the animal 
spirits and receive impulses from them? The substantial¬ 
ity (reciprocal independence) of body and mind, and their 
interaction (partial reciprocal dependence), are incompatible, 
one or the other is illusory and must, be abandoned. The 
materialists (Hobbes) sacrifice the independence of mind, 
the idcali^s (Berkeley, Leibnitz), the independence of mat¬ 
ter, the occasionalists, the interaction of the two. This 
forms the advance of the last beyond Descartes, who either 
naively maintains that, in .spite of the contrariety of material 
and mental substances, an exchange of effects takes place be- 
tm^een tlieiii as an empirica l fact, or, when he reali;^es the 
difficulty of the anthropological problem,—how is the union 
of the two substances in man |X)Ssible,—ascribes the inter¬ 
action of body and mind, together with the union of the 
two, to the power of God, and by tliis abandonment of the 
attempt at a natural explanation, opens up the occasionalistic 
way of escape. Further, in his more detailed description of 
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\ the intercourse between body and mind l)escartes had been 
guilty of direct. \ iolations of his laws of natural philosojAy. N 
Jt the (juaiitity of motion is declared to be invariable anJ 
a change in its direction is attributed to mechanical causes 
aknie, we must not ascribe to the soul the power to move 
the pineal glaiuh even in the gentlest way, nor to control 
tile direction of the animal spirits. These inconsistencies also 
are removed by the occasionalistic thesis. 

T'he (pieslion concerning the substantiality of mind and 
matter in relation to Ood, is involved from the very begin¬ 
ning in this latter prolilem. “ ilow is the apj)earance of inter¬ 
action between the two to be explained without detriment 
to their substantiality in relaticm to each other?*’ The 
denial of the recijirocal de])endence of matter and spirit 
leafls to sharper accentuation of their cannon dependence 
ujxjii (nKl. '.rhus occasionalism forms the tran.sition to the 
jiantheism of Spino;ia, (iculincx emphasizing the non-suib- 
stantiality of spirits, and ^lalebranche the non-substan¬ 
tiality of bodies, while vSpiiioza combines and intensifies 
both. And yet history was not obliging enough to carry 
out this convenient and agreeable .scheme of develo>pment 
with chronological accuracy, for .^he liad Sjunoza complete 
his pantheism before Alalehranche had ])rei>ared the way. 
The relation whicli was noted in the case of Bruno and 
Campanella is here repeated: the earlier thinker assumes 
the more advanced position, while the later one seems 
1 jack ward in comparison; and that which, viewed from 
the standpoint of the question itself, may be considered a 
transition link, is historically to Ijp taken as a reaction 
against the excessive jjrosecution of a line of throught 
which, up to a certain point, had been followed by the one 
who now shrinks back from its extreme consequences. The 
course of philo.sojjhy takes first a theological direction in 
the earlier occasionalists, then a metaphysical (naturalistic) 
trend in Spinoza, to renew finally, in Malebranche, the first 
ijf these movements in opposition to the second. The 
Cartesian school, as a whole, however, exhibits a tendency 
toward mysticism, which was concealed to a greater or less 
extent by the rationalistic need for clear concepts, but 
never entirely supi)ressed. 
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Although ihc* rc^al intcracti(ni of body and mind be denied, 
r^ume explanation must, at least, be given for the appear¬ 
ance of interaction, i.c.y tor the actual correspondence of 
bodily and mental phenomena. Occasionalism denotes the 
theory of occasional causes. It is not the ijody that 
gives rise to jjerception, nor the mind that caus»es the 
motion of the limbs which it ha^ delerniined upon—neither 
ihe one nor the other can receive influence from its fellow 
or exercise influence upon it; but it is (loci who, “on the 
occasion ” of the ])hysical motion (of the air and nerves) 
i rodnces the sensation (of sound;, and, “at the in s lance'* 
of the determination of the will, ])rodnccs the movement of 
the arms. The systematic development and marked in- 
lluence of this iheor}-, which liad already been more or less 
.'learly announced hy the Cartesians Cordemoy and De la 
Forge,* was due to the talented Arnold (leiilincx (1624— 
who was horn at Antwerp, taught in Lyons i 1646— 
and Leyden, and became a convert to (.'alvinism. It 
iilliniately gained over the majority of the numerous 
..adherents of the Cartesian t>hiIosophy in the Dutch univer- 
>.ities,--Renery (died 1639) and Regius (van Roy; ritnda- 
incnia Pbysicce, 1646; Pliilosopliia Xaturalis, 1661) in 
L'trecht: further, Balthasar Bckker tK)34—98; The IP Grid 
Pcxcitched, 1690), the brave o]>])oueiit of the belief in 
angels and devils, of magic, and of prosecution for 
witchcraft,—in the clerical orders in J'rance and, finally, in 
flermany. 

* (icraukl dc Cordemoy, a Parisian athocaic (died P S-i, Dissertations 
Ehilosophiqucs, 1^)66), communicated Ids occasionalisiic \iews orally 
io Iiis friends as early as I65S (cf. 1.. Stein in the Archir fiir Ccschichte 
der Philosophic, vol. i., 18SS, p. Sc>). Louis dc la Forge, a physician 
of Saiimur, Tractatus dc Menu Uitwaua, previt)iisl\ published 

in French ; cf. Scyiarlh, (iotha, lSh7. but ilic logician, johanii 
Clauberg, professor in Puislnirg (1622—(P ; Opera, edited hy 
Schalhruch, is, according to the investigations of Herin. Mhller 

(/. Clattberg und seine C^tttit4ng itn Cartesianiswns, Jena, 1891), to 
be stricken from the Hsl tf thinkers \Nho j)repared the \^ay for 
occasionalism, since in his discussion of the anthropological problem 
(corporis ct animee conjunctio) he merely de\clops the Cartesian 
position, and docs not go beyond it. He employs the expression 
occasio, it is true, but not in the sense of the occasionalists. Accord¬ 
ing to Claiibcrg the bodily phenomenon becomes the stimulus f>r 
“ occasion ” (not for God, but) for the soul to produce from itself 
ihc corresponding mental phenomenon. 
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Geulincx himself, besides two inaugural addresses at 
Leyden (as Lector in 1662, Professor Extraordinary in 
1665), published the following treatises: Qucestiones QuodF 
ibrficcr (in the second edition, 1665, entitled Saturnalui) 
wdth an important introductory discourse; Logica Funda- 
mentis Siiis Rcstituta, 1662; Method ns Imwnicndi Argit- 
menta (new edition by Rontekoe, 1675) ; and the first i>art 
of his Ethics— Dc Virtutc et Priniis ejus Proprietatihus, quee 
vnlgo Virtntes Cardinalcs Vocantiir, Tractatus Ethicus 
Primus, 1665. This chief work was issued complete in all 
six ]xirts with the title, FvojSi CF^avrov svvc Ethica, 
1675, by Rontekoe, under the pseudonym Philaretus. ITie 
Physics, 16S8, the Metaphysics, 16^>1, and the Annotata 
Majora in Cartesii Principia Philosophicc, 1691, w^erc also 
posthumous publications, from the notes of his pupils. In 
view of the rarity of these volumes, and the importance of 
the philosopher, it is welcome news that J. P. N. lyand has 
undertaken an edition of the colleck'd works, in three 
volumes, of which the fir^t two have already appeared.* 
The Hague, 1891—92.t 

Geulincx bases the occasioiialisiic position on the prin¬ 
ciple, quod ncscis, quomodo fiat, id non fads. Unless I 
know how an event happens, I am not its cause. Since I 
have no consciousness how my decision to speak or to walk 
is followed by the mo\ ement of my tongue or limbs, I am 
not the one who effects these. Since I am just as ignorant 
how the sensation in my mind comes to pass as a sequel to 
the motion in the sense-organ; since, further, the body as an 
unconscious and noii-rational being can effect nothing, it is 
neither I nor the body that causes the sensation. Roth the 
bodily movement and the sense-impression are, rather, the 
effects of a higher p(jwer, of the infinite spirit. The act of 
my will and the sense-stimulus are only causce occasionalcs 
for the divine will, in an incomprehensible way, to effect, in 
the one case, the execution of the movement of the limb.s 
resolved upon, and, in the other, the origin of the percep- 

*On vol. i, cf. Eucken, Philosophische MonatshejU, vol. xxviii., 
1892, p. 200 scq. 

f On Geulincx sec V. van der Hacghcn, Geulincx, EftuJe sur sa Vie, 
sa Philosophic, et scs OuJrupcs, Ghent, 1886, including a complete 
bibliography ; and I-and in vol. iv. of the Archiv fiir Gcschichtc der 
Philosophic, 1890 [English translation, Mind, vol. xvi. p. 223 seq,\ 
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tion; they are (unsuitable) instruments, effective only in 
the hand of God; he brings it to pass that my will goes out 
beyond niy soul, and that corpcjreal motion has results 
in it. 'J'hc meaning of this doctrine is misapprehended 
when it is assumed,—an assumption to which the Leib- 
nitzian account of occasionalism may mislead one,—that in 
it the continuity of events, alike in the material and the 
psychical world, is interrupted by frequent scattered inter¬ 
ferences from without, and all becoming transformed into a 
series of disconnected miracles. An order of nature such as 
would be destroyed by God's action does not exist; God 
brings everything to pass; even the passage of motion from 
one body to another is his work. Further, Geulincx expressly 
says that God has imposed such hncs on motion tliat it 
harmonizes with the soul’s free volition, of which, how¬ 
ever, it is entirely independent (similar statements occur 
also ill De la Forge). And with this our thinker appears— 
as Pfleiderer* emphasizes—closely to api)ruach the pre- 
established harmony of Leibnitz. The occasionalistic 
theory certainly constituks the preliminary step to the 
Leibnitzian; but an essential difference separates the two. 
The advance docs not consist in the sulistitiition by Leib¬ 
nitz of one single miracle at creation for a number of 
isolated and continually recurring ones, but (as L,cibnitz 
himself remarks, in reply to the objection expressed by 
Father Land, that a perpetual miracle is no miracle) in the 
exchange of the immediate causality of God for natural 
causation. With Geulincx mind and body act on each 
other, but not by their own power; with Leibnitz the 
monads do not act on one another, but they act by their 
own power.f—When Geulincx in the same connection ad¬ 
vances to the statements that, in view of the limitedness 
and passivity of finite things, God is the only truly active, 
because the only independent, being in the world, that all 

* Edm. Pfleiderer, Gailincx, ah Huttptvcrtrctcr dcr occasional- 
istischen Metaphysili und Ethik, Tiibingcn, 1882 ; ilie same, Leibniz 
und Geulincx wit besonderer Beziehung attf ihr Uhrcngleichms, 
TiVoingen, 1884. 

f See Ed. Zeller, Sitzungsberichtc der Berliner Academic der 
Wissenschajten, 1884, p. 673 seq,; Eucken, Philosophise he Monat- 
sheftc, vol, xix., 1893, p. 525 seq.; vol. 1887, p. 587 seq, 

8 
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activity is his activity, that the huiiiaii (finite) spirit re¬ 
lated to the divine (infinite) spirit as the individual ’body 
to space in general, viz., as a section of it, so that, by think¬ 
ing away all limitations from our mind, we find ('lod in us 
and ourselves in him, it shows how nearly he verges on 
jxin theism. 

(.'iculincx’s services to noetics have been duly recognized 
by I£d. Orimm (Jena, 1<S75), altliough with an excessive 
aj)proximation to Kant. In this field he advances many 
acute and suggestive thoughts, as the deduction which 
reappears in L(dze, that the actually existent world of 
figure and motion cognized by thought, though the real 
world, is poorer than the wonderful w^orld of motley sen¬ 
suous appearance conjured forth in our minds on the occa¬ 
sion of the former, that the latter is the more beautiful and 
more worthy of a divine author. Further, the conviction, 
also held hy Lotze, that the fundamental activities of the 
mind cannot he defined, hut only known through inner ex¬ 
perience or immediate consciousness (he who loves, knows 
what love is; it is a per conscicntiain ct intimam cxpericn- 
tiam noUssiuia res); the ]>raiseworthy attempt to give a 
systematic arrangement, according to their derivation from 
one another, to the innate mathematical concepts, which 
JJescartes had sini])ly co-ordinated (the concej^t of surface 
is gained from the concept of body by alistracting from the 
third dimension, thicktiess—the act of thus a])stracting 
from certain parts of the content of thought, (*eulincx 
teitns considcratio in contrast to corntatio, which includes 
the whole content) ; and, finally, the still more important 
inquiry, whether it is j>ossi])le for ns to reach a kinmdedge 
of things independently of the forms of the understanding, 
as in pure thought we strip off the fetters of sense. The 
possibility of this is denied; there is no higher faculty of 
knowledge to act as judge over the understanding, as the 
latter over the sensibility, and even the wisest man cannot 
free himself from the forms of thought (catcgorie.s, modi 
cocfitandi). And yet the discussion of the question is not 
useless: the reason should examine into the unknowable as 
well as the knowaible; it is only in this way that we learn 
that it is unknowable. As the highest forms of thought 
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^vieulincx names subject (the empty concept of an existent, 
. jnj or (]uod csl) and predicate {modus cniis), and derives 
them from two fundamental activities of the mind, a com¬ 
bining function (simulsumtio, iotallo) and an abstracting 
function (one which removes the nofa suhjecti). Sul)- 
stance and accident, substantive and adjective, are expres¬ 
sions for subjective processes of thought and lienee do not 
hold of tilings in themselves. With reference to the impor¬ 
tance, nay. to llie indispensability, of linguistic signs in the 
use of the understanding, the .science of the forms of 
thought is briefly termed grammar. 

'Fhe princi])le nhi nihil vales, ibi nihil veils, forms the con^ 
iicction between the occasionali.stic mcta|)hysics and ethics, 
the latter derlucing the practical consetiuences of the for¬ 
mer. Where thou canst do nothing, there will nothing. 
.Since we can elTect nothing in the material world, to which 
we are related merely as s])ectators, we ought also nol U) 
.seek in it the motives and objects of our actions. God, 
does not require works, Init di.spositions only, for the result 
of our volition is beyond our power. Our moral vocation, 
then, consists in renunciation of the world and retirement 
inb) our.selves, and in patient faithfulness at the post assigned 
to u.s. Virtue is amcr dei ac rationis, .^elf-renouncing, active, 
obedient love to God and to the reason as the image and 
law of God in us. Idie cardinal virtues are dilirjentia, sedu¬ 
lous listening for the commands of the reason; ohcdicniia, 
the execution of these; justitia, the conforming of the whole 
life to what is perceived to be right; linally, Iiumilitas, the 
recogniti()n of our impotcncy and self-renunciation {inspcctio 
and desperfio, or derelirlio, vcf/lcctus, rnnfempfus, incuria 
sui), ddie highest of these is humility, ])ions submission to 
the divine order of things; its condition, the self-knowledge 
commended in the title of the Itthics; the primal evil, self- 
love {Philautia—ipsissinmni pcccatuin). Man is unhappy 
because he seeks hapj)iness. Happiness is like our shadows; 
it shuns us when wc pursue it, it follows us when we flee 
from it. The joys which spring from virtue are an adorn¬ 
ment of it, not an enticement to it; they are its result, not its 
aim. The ethics of Geulincx, which we cannot further trace 
.out here, suiprises one by its approximation to the vie^vs of 
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Spinoza and of Kant. With the former it has in common ^ 
the principle of love toward God, as well as numerous de¬ 
tails; with the latter, the absoluteness of the moral law {in 
rebus moralibiis absolute prcecipit ratio cut vetat, nulla inter- 
posita conditionc) ; with both the depreciation of S3mpathy, 
on the ground that it is a concealed egoistic motive. 

The denial of substantiality to individual things, brought 
in by tlie occasionalists, is completed by Spinoza, who 
boldly and logically proclaims pantheism on the basis of 
Cartesianism and gives to the divine All-one a naturalistic 
instead of a theological character. 

2. Spinoza. 

Benedictus (originally Baruch) de Sf)iiioza sprang froir^ * 
a Jewish family of Portugal or Spain, which had fled to 
Holland to escape persecution at home. He was born in 
Amsterdam in 1632; taught by the Kabbin Morteira, and, 
in Latin, by Van den Knde, a free-thinking physician who* 
had enjoyed a philological training; and expelled by 
anathema from the Jewish communion, 16.S6, on account 
of heretical views. During the next four years he found 
refuge at a friend’s house in the country near Amsterdam, 
after which he lived in Ivhynsburg, and from 1664 in Voor- 
burg, moving thence, in 1669, to d'he Hague, where he 
died in 1677. S’pinoza lived in retirement and had few 
wants; he supported himself by grinding optical glasses; 
and, in 1673, declined the professorship at Heidelberg* 
offered him by Karl Ludwig, the Elector Palatine, because 
of his love of quiet, and on account of the uncertainty of 
the freedom of thought which the Elector had assured him. 
Spinoza himself made but tw^o tjeatises public: his dicta¬ 
tions on the first and second parts of Descartes’s Principia 
Philosophicc, \\'hich had been composed for a private pupil, 
with an appendix, Cogitata Metaphysica, 1663, and the 
TraciaUis Thcologico-Politicus, published anonymously in 
1670, in defense of liberty of thought and the right to un¬ 
prejudiced criticism of the biblical writings. The prin¬ 
ciples expressed in the latter work were condemned by all 
parties as sacrilegious and atheistic, and awakened concern * 
even in the minds of his friends. When, in 1675, Spinoza» 
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journeyed to Amsterdam with the intention of giving his 
chief work, the hfliics, to the press, the clergy and the 
followers of Dcscaries ai>plicd to the government to forbid 
its issue. Soon after Spinoza's death it was pivblished in 
the O/^era Posthuma, 1677, which were issued under the 
care of Hermann Schuller,* with a preface by Spinoza's 
friend, the physician Ludwig iMeycr, and whicli contained, 
besides the chief w'ork, three incomplete treatises (Tractatus 
Politicus, Tractatus de Infcllrclits Eincunaiicmc, Com pen- 
diiun Craiuwaliccs Linrjucc Hclmccc) and a collection of 
Letters by and to Spinoza. 'J'hc Llthica Online Cn'omctrico 
Dcnwnstrala, in five parts, treats (1) of t'rod, (2) of the 
nature and origin of the mind, (3) of the nature and origin 
of the emotions, (4) of human bondage or the strength of the 
I>assions, (3) of the power of the reason or human freedom. 
It hasl)ecome known within recent times that Spinoza made 
a very early sketch of the wsystem developed in the FAhics, 
the Tractatus Brezns dc Deo ct Ilominc ejusque Felicitate^ 
t)f which a Dutch translation in two copies was discovered, 
though not the original Latin text. This treatise was 
published by Bohmer, 1852, in excerpts, and complete by 
Van Vlotcn, 1862, and by Schaarschmidt, 1869. It was 
not until our own century, and after Jaco-bi's Ueber die 
Lchre dcs Spiuosa in Briefen an Moses Mendelssohn (1785) 
had aroused the long slumbering interest in this much mis¬ 
understood philosopher, who has been oftener despised than 
studied, that complete editions of his works were prepared, 
by Paulus 1802—03; Gfrorer, 1830; Bruder, 1843—46; 
Ginsberg (in Kirchmann's Philosophische Bihliothek, 
4 vols.), 1875—82; and Van Vloten and Land,t 2 vols., 

* See L. Stein in the Archiif fur Geschichtc dvr Philosophic, vol. i., 
im, p. 554 seq, 

t For the literature on Spinoza the reader is referred to Ueberweg 
and to Van dcr Linde’s 3. Spinoza, Uihlio^rafic, 1871 ; while among 
recent works we shall mention only Camcrcr’s Die Lchre Spinozas, 
•Stuttgart, 1877. [An English translation of The Chief Worlds of 
Spinoza has been given by Elwes, 1883-84; a translation of the 
Ethics by White, 1883 ; and one of selections from the Ethics, wdth 
notes, by Fullerton in Sneath’s Modern Philosophers, 1892. Among 
the various works on Spinoza, the reader may be referred to Pollock’s 
Spinoza, His Life and Times, 1880 (wdth bibliography to same year); 
Martineau’s Study of Spinoza, 1883 ; and J. Caird’s Spinoza, Black- 
vwood’s Philosophical Classics, 1888 .—^Tr.] 
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1882—83. K. Auerbach has worked Spinoza's life into a* 
romantic novel, Spinoza, cin Dcnkcrlcbou 1837; 2d ed.» 
1855 [English Iranslatiun by C. T. Brooks, 1882.] 

We shall consider Spinoza's system as a ccnnpleted whole 
as it. is given in the Lithi.cs : for although it is interesting, 
for the investigator to trace out the development of his 
thinking by comparing this chief work with its forerunner 
( that Tractatus Bre^'is “ concerning God, man, and the hap¬ 
piness of the latter,” whose dialogistical portions we may 
surmise to have been the earliest sketch of the Si^inozistic 
position, and which was followed 'by the Tractatus de Intel- 
lectus Umendaiione) such a ])rocedure is not equally valu¬ 
able for the student. In regard to Si)ino/a*s relations t(; 
(itIuT thinkers it cannot be doubted, sinc(‘ i^Veudenthars^* 
proof, that he Avas dependent to a large degree on the 
])redominant philosophy of the schools, i.c. on the later 
wScholasticism (Suarezf), especially on its Erotestant side 
(Jacob Martini, Combachius, Scheibler, Burgersdijek, Ileere- 
hoord) ; Descartes, ir is true, felt the same influence. 
Joel.J Schaarschmidt, Sigwart,§ R. Avenarius,^ and Boh- 
merjj have advanced the view that the sources of Spi¬ 
noza’s philosophy are not to be sought exclusively in Carte- 
sianism, but rather that essential elements were talcen from * 
the Cabala, from the Jewish Scholasticism (Maimonides, 
1190; Gersonides, died 1344; Chasdai Crescas, 1410, and 
from ([iiordano Bruno. Jn opposition to this Kuno Fischer 


* J. Freiidcnthal, Spiv.nz:t mid die Schnlastik in du* Phitosophische 
Aujditzc. Zeller zum Doktorjubiliiaw ^cividmct. Lcip.de, 

1S87, p. 85 srq. Fhcuclcndul's proof covers the Coidtata Metaphysica 
and mrniy of tfie principal propositions of the Ethics. 

t The Spanish Jesuit, Fruicis Suarez, lived 1548—1617. Wor/(s, 
Venice, J714. Cf. Karl Werner, Suarez itnd die SchoJastik der letzten 
Jahrhundertc, Regensburg, 1861. 

t M. Joel, Don Chasdai Crescas* religions philosophische l.j^hrcn in 
ihrem gescliichtJichcn Einflas^, 1866 ; Spinozas Thco.-pol. Traktctt at 4 f 
seine Qticllcn geprilft, 1870 ; Ztir Genesis der Lchrc Spinozas mit 
hesondever Berlieksichtigang dcs kurzen Traktats^ 1871. 

\ Spinozas ncu cntdccktcr Traktat cl'duicrt u. s. tf\, 1866 : Spinozas 
kurzer Traktat iihcrsctzt mit Einlcitungen und Erlauterungen, 1870. 
^ Ueber die beiden erstca Phasen dcs Spinozistischen Pantheismus 
tind das Verhdltniss der zueiten zur dritten Phase, 1868. ‘ 
\\Spinozana in Fichte’s Zeitschrift jiir Philosophic, vol. xxxvi., 
xlii., Ivii., 1860-70. 
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has defended, and in the main successfully, the pro^xisition 
that Spinoza reached, and must have reached, his funda- 
mental pantheism by his own reflection as a development of 
Descartes’s principles. The traces of his early Talmudic 
education, which liave been noticed in Spinoza’s works, 
prove no dependence of his leading ideas on Jewish the¬ 
ology. His pantheism is distinguished from that of the 
Qi'balists by its rejection of the doctrine of emanation, and 
from Bruno’s, wliicli nevertheless jnay have influenced him, 
by its anti-teleological character. When with Greek 
philosopliers, Jewish theologians, and the Apostle Paul 
he teaches the immanence of God (Upist. 21), when with 
Maimonides and Crescas he teaches love to God as the 
principal of morality, and with the latter of these, detennin- 
ism also, it is not a necessary consequence that he derived 
these theories from them, "f'hat which most of all sepa¬ 
rates him from the mediaeval .scholastics of his own people, 
is his rationalistic conviction that God can be knoAvn. 
His agreement with them comes out most clearly in the 
Tractaius Theologico-Politiciis, But even here it holds only 
in regard to undertaking a general criticism of the vSeriptures 
and to their figurative interjiretation, while, on the other 
hand, the demand for a s})ecial historical criticism, and the 
object which with Spinoza was the linsis of tlie investiga¬ 
tion as a whole, were foreign to mediaeval Judai.sm—in 
fact, entirely modern and original. 1'his object was to 
make science independent of religion, whose records and 
doctrines are to edify the mind and to improve the charac¬ 
ter, not to instruct the understanding. “ Spinoza could 
not have learned the complete se])arati()n of religion and 
science from Jewish literature; this was a tendency which 
sprang from the spirit of his own time(Windclband, 
Ccschichtc dcr nciiercn Philosophic, vol. i. p. 194). 

The loigical presuppositions of Spinoza’s philosophy^ 
ifl t'he funcia^^^pfral ideas of Descart^^ .whjgL 
^-ce!;it.uate.^. transforms, and adopts. Three pairs of 
thoughts captivate him and incite him to think them 
through: jirst, the rationalistic belief in the power of the 
human spirit t»o possess itself of the truth by pure thought, 
together with confidence in the omnipotence of the mathe- 
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matical method; second, the concept o f substance, together 
with the dualism of extension and thought; finally , the fun¬ 
damental mechanical position, together with the impossi- 
bility of interaction between matter and spirit, held in 
common with the occasionalists, but reached independently 
of them. Whatever new elements are added {c.g., the 
transformation of the Deity from a mere aid to knowledge 
into its most important, nay, its only object; as, also, the 
enthusiastic, directly mystical devotion to the all-cmbracing 
world-ground) are of an essentially emotional nature, and 
to be referred less to historical influences than to the indi¬ 
viduality of the thinker, 'the divergences from his pre¬ 
decessors, however, especially the extension of mechanism 
to mental phenomena and the denial of the freedom of the 
will, inseparable from this, result simply from the more con¬ 
sistent application of Cartesian principles. Spinozii is not 
an inventive, impulsive spirit, like Descartes and Leibnitz, 
but a systematic one : his strength does not lie in brilliant 
inspirations, but in the power of resolutely thinking a thing 
through; not in flashes of thought, but in strictly closed 
circles of thought. He develops, but with genius, and to 
the end. Nevertheless this consecutiveness of Spinoza, the 
praises of which have been unceasingly sung by genera¬ 
tions since his day, has its limits. It holds fnr the un- 
w’avering development of certain principles derived fr©m 
Descartes, but not with equal strictness for the inter¬ 
connection of the several lines of thought followed out 
separately. His very custom of developing a principle 
straight on to its ultimate consequences, without regard 
to the needs of the heart or to logica l dem ands from 
other directions, make it impossible for the results of the 
various lines of thought to be themselves in harmony; his 
vertical consistency prevents horizontal consistency. If the 
original tendencies comes into conflict (the consciously held 
theoretical principles into conflict with one another, or 
with hidden aesthetic or moral principles), either one gains 
the victory over the other or both insist on their claims; 
thus we have inconsistencies in the one case, and contra¬ 
dictions in the other (examples of which have been shown 
by Volkelt in his maiden work, Pantheismxn and Individual- 
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istmts im Syslcme Spiuo::as, 1872). Science demands unified 
comprehension of the given, and seeks tlie smallest number 
of principles pussildc; but her concepts i)r()ve too narrow 
vessels lor the ricli plenitude of reality, lie who asks 
from philosopliy more than mere special inquiries finds 
himself confronted by two possibilities: first, starting from 
one standpoint, or a few such, he may follow a direct course 
without looking to right or left, at the risk that in his 
thought-calculus great .s])heres of life will be wholly left 
out of view, or, at least, will not recc'ive due consideration; 
or, second, beginning from many [>oints of deijartiire and 
ascending along converging lines, he may seek a unifying 
conclusion. In Spinoza we possess the most brilliant 
example of the former one-sided, logically consecutive 
I)Ower of (also, no doubt, violence in) thought, while 
Leibnitz furnishes the type of the many-sided, harmonistic 
thinking. Tlie fact that even the rigorous Spinoza is not 
infrequently forced out of the strict line of consistency, 
proves tliat the man was more many-sided than the thinker 
would have allowed himself to be. 

To begin with the fonual side of Spinozism: the rational¬ 
ism of Descartes is heightened by Spinoza into the impos¬ 
ing confidence that absolutely everything is cognizable by 
the reaso^ . that the intellect is able by its pure concepts 
and intuitions entirely to exhaust the multiform world of 
reality, to follow it with its light into its last refuge.* 
Spinoza is just a.s much in earnest in regard to the typical 
character of mathematics . Descartes (with the exception 
of an example asked for in the second of the Objections, 
and given as an appendix to the Meditations, in which he 
endeavors to demonstrate 4hc existence of God and the dis¬ 
tinction of body and spirit on the synthetic Euclidean 
I method), had availed himself of the analytic form of presen¬ 
tation, on the ground that, though less cogent, it is more 

* Hcusslcr’s objections (Dcr Rationalismus des 17 jahrhunderts, 
pp. 82—85) to this characterization of Kuno Fischer’s are not con¬ 
vincing. The question is not so miuch alx>iJt a principle demonstrable 
by definite citations as about an unconscious motive ir, Spinoza’s think¬ 
ing. Fischer’s views on this point seem to us correct. Spinoza's mode 
•of thinking is, in fact, saturated with tliis .strong confidence in the 
.omnipotence of the reason and the rational constitiuion of true reality. 
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suited for instruction since it shows the way by which the 
matter has been discovered. Spinoza, on the other handr 
rigorously carried out the (g eometrical method , even in 
externals. He begins with definitions, adds to these axi¬ 
oms (or postulates), follows with propositions or the¬ 
orems as the chief thing, finally with demonstrations or 
proofs, which derive the later propositions from the earlier, 
and these, in turn from the self-evident axioms. To these 
four principal parts are further added as less essential, 
deductit)ns or corollaries immediately resulting from the 
theorems, and the more detailed expositions of the 
demonstrations or scholia. Ilesides these, some longer 
discussions are given in the form of remarks, introductions, 
and appendices. 

If everything is to be cognizable through mathematics , 
then everything must take j)lace necessarily; even tin- 
thoughts, resolutions, and ;ictions of man cannot be free in 
the sense that they mght have happened otherwise. Thus 
there is an evident metliodological motive at work for the 
extension of mechanism to all becoming, even spiritual be¬ 
coming. Hut there are metaphysical reasons also. Des¬ 
cartes had naively solved the anthrojx)logical problem by the 
answer that the interaction of mind and body is incompre- 
hcnsilde but actual. The occasionalists had hesitatingly 
(iuestioned these conclusions a little, the incomprehen¬ 
sibility as well as the actuality, only at last to leave them 
intact. For the explanation that there is a real influence 
of body on mind and vice versa, though not an immediate 
but an occasional one, one mediated il>y the divine will, is 
scarcely more than a confession that the matter is inexpli¬ 
cable. Spinoza, who admits neither the incognizability of 
anything real, nor any supernatural interferences, roundly 
denies both!^ There is no intercourse between body and 
soul; yet thsft; which is erroneously considered such is both 
actually present and explicable. The assumed interaction 
is as unnecessary as it is impossible. Body and soul do not 
need to act on one another, because they are not t^yo in 
kind at all, but constitute one being w hich may beJtooked 
at from two different sides. TTiis is called body when con¬ 
sidered under its attribute of extension, and spirit when? 
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considered under its attribute of thought. It is quite im¬ 
possible for two substances to affect each other, because b\ 
their reciprocal influence, nay, by their very duality, the>” 
would lose their independence, and, with this, their sub¬ 
stantiality. There is no plurality of substances, but only 
one, the infinite, the divine substance. Here we reach the 
center of the system. There is but one bea)ming and 
but one independent, subst^intial being. Material and 
spiritual becoming form merely the two sides of one 
and the same necessary world-process; particular extended 
beings and particular thinking beings are nothing but the 
cliangeable and transitory states (modi) of the enduring, 
eternal, unified world-ground. Necessity in beco ming and 
unity of b eing, mechanism and pantheism— these are the 
controlling conceptions in S]>inoza\s doctrine. Multiplicity, 
the self-dependence of particular things, free choice, ends, 
development, all this is illusion and error. 

(a) Substance, Attributes, and Modes.—There is but 
one substance, and this is infinite (1. prop. 10, scliol.; prol^. 
14, cor, 1). Why, then, only one and why infinite? With 
Spinoza as with Descartes indej)endencc is the essence of 
substantiality. This is expressed in the third definition: 
“By substance I understand that’^which is in itself and is 
conceived by means of itself,'v f.c., that the conception of 
w'hich can be formed without^the aid of the conception of 
any other thing.” Per substantiain iutclligo id, quod in sc 
cst et per sc concipitnr; hoc cst id, ciijus conceptus non 
indiget conceptn alfcrius rci, a quo jormari debcat. .A.n 
absolutely self-dependent being can neither be limited (since, 
in respect to its limits, it would be dependent on the limit¬ 
ing being), nor occur more than once in the world. Infinity 
follows from its self-dependence, and its uniqueness from 
ite infinity, 

V Substance is the being which is dependent on nothing 
and on which everything depends; which, itself uncaused, 
effects all else; which presupposes nothing, but itself con¬ 


stitutes the presupposition of all that is; it is pure being, 
primal being, the cause of itself and of all. Thus in Spinoza 
the being which is without presuppositions is brought into 
the most intimate relation with the fullness of multiform 
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existence, not coldly and abstractly exalted above it, as by 
the ancient Eleatics. Substance is the being in (not above) 
things, that in them which constitutes their reality, which 
supports and produces them. As the cause of all things 
Spinoza calls it God, although he is conscious that he 
understands by the term something quite different from 
the Christians. God does not mean for him a transcendent, 
personal sjurit, but only the ens absolute infuntmn (def. 
sexta), t he essential heart of t hings : Dens sive substantia. 

/ How do things proceed from God? Neither by creation 
nor by emanation. He does not put them forth from him¬ 
self, they do not tear themselves free from him, but they 
follow out of the necessary nature of God , as it follows 
from the nature of the triangle that the sum of its angles is 
equal to two right angles (J. prof>. 17, schoL). They do 
not come out from him, but remain in him; just this fact 
that they are in another, in God, constitutes their lack of 
self-dependence (f. prop. 18, dem.: nulla res, qitce extra 
Dciim in se sit). Ciod is their inner, indwelling cause 
(causa immanens, nonvero transiens. —I. prop. 18), is not a 
transcendent creator, but naittra naturans, over against the 
sum of finite beings, natura naturota (I. prop. 29, schol) : 
Dens sive natura. 

Since nothing exists out of C»od, his actions do not follow 
from external necessity, are not constrained, but he.is free 
free in the sense that he does nothing except that 
toward which his own nature impels him, that he acts in 
accordance with the laws of his being (def. septinia: ea res 
libera dicitur, quee ex sola succ naturae necessitate existit et 
a sc sola ad arjcnduni determinatur; Kpist. 26). This inner 
necessitation is so little a defect that its direct opposite, 
undetermined choice and inconstancy, must rather be ex¬ 
cluded from God as an imperfection. Freedom and (inner) 
necessity are identical; and antithetical, on the one side, to 
undetermined choice and, on the other, to (external) com¬ 
pulsion. Action in view of ends must also be denied of the 
infinite; to think of God as acting in order to the good is to 
make him dependent on something external to him (an 
aim) and lacking in that which is to be attained by the 
action. With God the ground of his action is the same as 



SPINOZA : SUBSTANCE, ATTRIBUTES, MODES 12> 

the ground of his existence; God’s power and his__esscnQe 
co incide . (1. prop, 34: Dei potenfia cst ipsa ipsitts essentia) 
th^cause of hi msel f (def, pnma: per caitsam sui 
intclligo id, cujtis essentia involvit cxistentiam, she id, cnjiis 
natnra non potest concipi nisi existens) ; it would be a con¬ 
tradiction to hold that being was not, that God, or sub¬ 
stance, did not exist; he cannot be thought otherwise than 
as existing; his concept includes his existence. To be 
self-caused means to exist necessarily (I. prop, 7). The 
same thing is denoted by tlie ])redicate eternal, which, 
according to the eighth defniition, denotes ‘‘cxijtengeTts^ 
in so far as it is conceived to follow necessarily from ..the 
mere definition of the. eternal thing.” 

The infinite substance stands related to finite, individual 
things, not only as the independent to the dependent, as 
the cause to the caused, as the one to tlie many, and the 
whole to the parts, but also as the universal to the particular, 
the indeterminate to the determinate, h’rom infinite being 
as pure affirmation (I. prop, 8, schoL 1: absoluta affirmatin) 
everything which contains a limitation or negation, and this 
includes every particular determination, must be kept at a 
distance: determinatio negatio est {Bpist, 50 and 41: a deter¬ 
mination denotes nothing positive, but a deprivation, a laclv 
of existence.; relates not to the being but to the non-being 
of the thing). A deterniination states that which dis¬ 
tinguishes one thing from another, hence what it is not. 
expresses a liniitatign .„al...it. Consequently God, who is 
free from every negation and limitation, is to he. conceived 
as the absolutely indeterminate. The results thus far 
reached run: Substantia una infiuiia—Dens she natura- 
causa sui {ceterna) et rernm (iinmanens)—libera necessitas 
—non detcrminata. Or more briefly: Substance = God = 
nature. The equation of God and substance had been 
announced by Descartes, but not adhered to, while Bruno 
had approached the equation of God and nature—Spinoza 
decisively completes both and combines them. 

A further remark may be added concerning the relation 
of God and the world. In calling the infinite at once the 
permanent essence of things and their producing cause, 
Spinoza raises a demand which it is not easy to fulfill^ 
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the demand to think the existence of thin;gs in substance as 
a following from substance, and their procession from God 
as a remaining in him. He refers us to mathematics: the 
things which make up the world are related to God as the 
]>roperties of a geometrical figure to its concepts, as theo¬ 
rems to the axiom, as the deduction to the principle, which 
from eternity contains all that follows from it and retains 
this even while ])utting it forth. It cannot, be doubted that 
such a view of causality conkiins error,—it has been 
characterized as a confusion of ratio and causa, of logical 
ground and real cause,—hut it is just as certain that Spinoza 
committed it. He not only compares the dependence of the 
elTect on its cause to the doi)endencc of a derivative prin- 
ciple on that from which it is derived, hut fully equates 
the two; he thinks that in logi^-matheniatkal ‘'con¬ 
sequences” he has gras])ed the essence of real “effects'^: 
for him the type of all legality, as also of real becoming, 
was the necessity which governs the sequence of mathe¬ 
matical truths, and which, on the one hand, is even and 
still, needing no special exertion of volitional energy, while, 
oil the other, it is rigid and unyielding, exalted above all 
choice. rhiIoso])hy had sought the assistance of mathe¬ 
matic s l)ecause of the clearness and certainty which dis¬ 
tinguish the conclusions of the latter, and which she wished 
to obtain for her own. In excess of zeal she was not 
content with striving after this ideal of indefectible certi¬ 
tude, but, forgetting the diversity of the two fieM s, strove 
to imitate other qualities which are not transferable ; 
instead of learning from mathematics she became sub¬ 
servient to it. 

Substance does not affect us by its mere existence, but 
throu;.;!! an Ailrihutc. By att ribute is meant, according to 
the fourth definition, ‘‘that which Jli^ unders^ 
ceiv<*s of substance as constituting the essence of it*'^ {quod 
intcllcctus dc substantia pcrcipit, tanquam ejnsdem cssentiam 
constitnens). The more reality a substance contains, the 
more atrributes it has; consequently infinite substance 
possesses an infinite number, each of which gives expres¬ 
sion to its essence, but of which two only fall within our 
knowledge. Among the innumerable djyine..,jaMrihutes the 
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iiuman mind knows tliuse only which it finds in itself, 
thought iiud e xtciysiuil,. Although man beholds (bjd only as 
thinking and extended substance, he yet has a clear and 
'Com])lete—an adequate—idea of (^od. Since each of the 
two attributes is conceived without the other, hence in 
itself {per sc), they are distinct from each other rcalitcr, 
and independent. God is absolutely infinite, the attrilMites 
only in their kind (in suo (fcnrrc). 

How can the indeterminate j^ossess j)r(.)])crties? Arc the 
attributes merely ascribed to substance by the understand¬ 
ing. or do they possess reality apart from the knowing 
subject ? Tliis question lias given rise to much debate. 
According to ITegel and l%d. Erdmann the attributes are 
something external to substance, something brought into it 
by the understnding, forms of knowledge present in the 
beholder alone: substance itself is neither extended nor 
cogitative, but merely jippears to the understanding under 
these determinations, without which the latter would be 
unable to cognize it. This “formalistic” interi)retation, 
which, relying on a jiassage in a letter to Dc Vries (llpist. 
27), explains the attributes as mere modes of intellectual 
apprehension, numbers Kuno Fischer among its opponents. 
As the one party holds to the first half of the definition, 
the otlier places the emphasis on the second half (“that 
which the understanding perceives —as constituting the 
essence of substance”), 'i'he g^ttribiitcs are more than mere 
modes of representation—they are real properties, which 
substance ix)ssesses even apart from an obser\^er, nay, in 
which it consists: in Spinoza, moreover, “must be con- 
ccived'' is the equivalent of “to be.^* .Although this latter 
“realistic” party undoulitedly has the advantage over the 
former, which reads into Spinoza a subjectivism foreign to 
his system, they ought not to forget that the difference in 
interpretation has for its basis a conflict among the motives 
which control Spinoza's thinking. The rc‘ference of the 
attributes to the understanding, given in the definition, is 
not without significance. It .sprang from the wish not to 
mar the indeterminateness of the absolute by the opposi¬ 
tion of the attributes, while, on the other hand, an equally 
pressing need for the conservation of the immanence of 
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substance forbade a bold transfer of the attributes to the 
observer. The real opinion of Spinoza is neither so clea r 
and free from contradictions, nor so one-sid ed, as that which 
his interpreters ascribe to him. Fischer’s further interpre¬ 
tation of the attributes of God as his “powers” is tenable, 
so long as by causa and potentia we understand nothing 
more than the irresistible, but non-kinetic, force with which 
an original truth establishes or effects those which follow 
from it. 

As the dualism of extension and thought is reduced 
from a substantial to an attributive distinction, so individ¬ 
ual bodies and minds, motions and thoughts, are degraded 
a stage further. Individual things lack independence of 
every sort. The individual is, as a determinate finite thing, 
burdened with negation and limitation, for every determi¬ 
nation includes a negation; that which is truly real in the 
individual is God. Finite things are modi of the infinite 
substance, mere states, variable states, of God. By them¬ 
selves they are. nothing, since out of God nothing exists. 
They possess existence only in so far as they arc conceived 
in their connection with the infinite, that is, as transitory 
forms of the unchangeable substance. They are not in 
themselves, but in another, in God, and are conceived only 
in God. They are m e re alYections of the divine attributes , 
and must be considered as such. 

To the two attributes correspond two classes of modes. 
The most important modifications of extension are rjegt 
and motion. Among the modes of thought are under¬ 
standing and will. These belong in the sphere of detenni- 
na*le and transitory being and do not hold of the natura 
naiurans: God is exalted above all modality, above will and 
understanding, as above motion and rest. We must not 
assert of the natura natimita (the world as the sum of all 
modes), as of tlie natura naturans, that its essence involves 
existence (I. prop. 24) : we can conceive finite things as non¬ 
existent, as well as existent (Epist. 29). This constitutes 
their “ contingency,’’ which must by no means be inter¬ 
preted as lawlessness. On the contrary, all that takes place 
in the world is most rigorously determined; every individ¬ 
ual, finite, determinate thing and event is determined to its 
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existence and action by another similarly finite and deter¬ 
minate thing or event, and this cause is, in turn, determined 
in its existence and action by a further finite mode, and so 
on to infinity (I. prop. 28). Because of this endlessness in 
the series there is no first or ultimate cause in the phenom¬ 
enal world; all finite causes are seco nd causes; the primary 
cause lies within the sphere of the infinite and is Ggd^him- 
self. The modes are all subject to the constraint of an 
unbroken and endless nexus of e fficient c auses, which 
leaves room neither for chance, nor choice, nor ends. 
Nothnig can be or happen otherwise than as it is and hap¬ 
pens (I. prop. 29, 33). 

The causal chain appears in two forms: a mode of ex¬ 
tension has its producing ground in a second mode of 
extension; a mode of thought can be caused only by 
another mode of thought—each individual thing is de¬ 
termined by one of its own kind. The two series proceed 
side by side, without a member of either ever being able to 
interfere in the other or to effect anything in it;—a motion 
can never produce anything but other motions, an idea can 
result only in other ideas; the bod}" can never determine 
the mind to an idea, nor the soul tlic ])ody to a movement. 
Since, however, e.’^tension and t houg ht are not two sub¬ 
stances, b ut attributes of one substance , this apparently 
double causal nexus of two series proceeding in exact cor¬ 
respondence is, in reality, but a single one (III. prop. 2, 
schol.) v iewed from different sides^ That which represents 
a chain of motions when seen from the side of exten¬ 
sion. bears the aspect of a scries of ideas from the side 
of thought. Modus e.vtcnsiouis et idea illins modi ttna 
cademquc cst res, sed duobtis tnodis expressa (TI. prop. 7, 
schol.; cf. Ill. prop. 2, schol.). The soul is nothing but the 
idea of an actual body, body or motion nothing but the 
object or event in the sphere of extended actuality cor¬ 
responding to an idea. No idea exists without something 
corporeal corresponding to it, no body, without at the same 
time existing as idea, or being conceived; in other words, 
everything is both body and spirit, all things are animated 
(II. prop. 13, schol.). Thus the famous proposition results; 
Ordo et connexio idearum idem est ac ordo et connexio 
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rcriini {sivc corporum; IL prop, 7), and in application to 
man “the order of the actions and passions of our body is 
simultaneous in nature with the order of the actions and 
passions of the mind'’ ( III. prop, 2, schoL), 

The attempt to solve the problem of the relation between 
the material and the mental worlds by asserting their 
thoroughgoing correspondence and substantial identity, 
was philosophically justifiable and important, though many 
evident objections obtrude themselves upc’)!! us. The 
reqiiried assumption, that there is a mental event corre¬ 
sponding to Cilery bodily one, and ^ice versa, meets with 
involuntary and easily supported opposition, which Spinoza 
did nothing to remove. vSimilarly he omitted to explain how 
body is related to motion, mind to ideas, and both to actual¬ 
ity. The ascription of a materialistic tendency to Spinoza is 
not without foundation. Corporeality and reality appear 
well-nigh identical for him,—the expressions corpora and res 
are used synonymously, —so that there remains for minds 
and ideas only an existence as reflections of the real in the 
sphere of [an] ideality (whose degree of actuality it is diffi¬ 
cult to determine). ^Moreover, individualistic impulses have 
Ijeen pointed out, v\’liich, in j)art, conflict with the mpjiimi 
which he consciously follows, and, in ])art, subserve its 
interests. An example of this is given in the relation of 
mind and idea: Spin q:^ treats tjic..soul. as a sum of ideas^ 
as consisting in tlicm. An (at least apparently substan¬ 
tial) bond among ideas, an ego, which possesses then), does 
not exist for him: the Cartesian cogito has become an im- 
])ersonal cogitatur or a Dens cogitat. In order to the unicpie 
substantiality of the infinite, the substantiality of individual 
spirits must disappear. That which argues for the latter is 
their I-ness (fchheit), the unity of self-consciousness; it is 
destroyed, if the mind is a congeries of ideas, a com]K>site of 
them. Thus in order to relieve itself from the seif-clepend- 
ence of the individual mind, monism allies itself with a 
spiritual atomism, the most extreme which can be conceived. 
The mind is resolved into a mass of individual ideas. 

Mention may be made in passing, also, of a strange con¬ 
ception, which is somewhat out of harmony with the rest 
of the system, and of which, moreover, little use is made. 
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This is the concqDtion of infinite modes. As such are cited, 
facies totiiis mundi, motus et quies, intcllectus absolute injin- 
itiis. Kuno Fischer’s interpretation of this difficult con¬ 
ception may be accepted. It denotes, according to him, the 
connected sum of the modes, the itself non-finite sum total 
of the finite—the universe meaning the totality of individ¬ 
ual things in general (without reference to their nature as 
extended or cogitative); rest and motion, the totality of 
material being; the absolutely infinite understanding, the 
totality of spiritual being or the ideas. Individual spirits 
together constitute, as it were, the infinite intellect; our 
mind is a part of the divine understanding, yet not in such 
a sense that the wliolc consists of the parts, l)ut that the 
j'>art exists only through the whole. When we say, the 
human mind perceives this or that, it is equivalent to say¬ 
ing that Hod—not in so far as he is infinite, but as he ex- 
])resscs himself in this human mind and constitutes its 
essence—lias this or that idea (11. pro/^. 11. roroJI.). 

The discussion of these three fundamental concepts ex¬ 
hausts all the chief points in S pinoza’s doct rine of God. 
I’assing over his doctrine of body (II. between prop. 13 and 
prop. 14) we turn at once to his discussion of mind and man. 

(b) Anthropology: Cognition and the Passions.—Each 
thing is at once (cf. p. 129) mind and body, representation 
and that which is represented, idfea and ideate (object). 
Body and soul are the same being, only considered under 
different attributes. 'J1ie human mind is the idea of the 
human body; it cognizes itself in perceiving the affections of 
its body; it represents all that takes place in the body, though 
not all adequately. As man’s body is coiuj)osed of very many 
bodies, so his soul is composed of very many ideas. To judge 
of the relation of the human mind to the mind of lower 
beings, we must consider the superiority of man’s body to 
other bodies; the more complex a body is, and the greater 
the variety of the affections of which it is capable, the better 
and more adapted for adequate cognition, the accompanying 
mind.—A result of the identity of soul and body is that the 
acts of our will are not free {Epist. 62): they are, in fact, 

. determinations of our body, only considered under the attri¬ 
bute of thought, and no more free than this from the 
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constraint of the causal law (III. prop, 2, schoL), —Since 
the mind does nothing without at the same time knowing 
that it does it—since, in other words, its activity is a con¬ 
scious activity, it is not merely idea corporis himuini, but also 
idea idccc corporis or idea mentis. 

All adherents of the Eleatic separation of the one pure 
being from the manifold and changing world of appearance 
are compelled to make a like distinction between two kinds 
and two organs of knowledge. The re-presentation of the 
empirical manifold of separately existing individual things, 
together with the organ thereof, Spinoza terms imaginaiio; 
the faculty of cognizing the true reality, the one, all-cmbrac- 
ing substance, he calls intcllcctns^ Imaginaiio (imagination, 
sensuous representation) is the faculty of inadequate, con¬ 
fused ideas, among which are included abstract conceptions, 
as well as sensations and memory-images. The objects of 
perception are the adections of our body; and our percep¬ 
tions, therefore, are not clear and distinct, because we are 
not completely acquainted with their causes. In the merely 
perceptual stage, the mind gains only a confused and muti¬ 
lated idea of external objects, of the body, and of itself; 
it is unable to separate that in the perception (r.r;., heat) 
which is due to the external body from that which is due 
to its own body. An inadequate idea, however, is not in 
itself an error; it becomes such only when, unconscious of 
its defectiveness, we take it for coni])lete and true. Promi¬ 
nent examples of erroneous ideas are furnished by general 
concepts, by Jhe idea of ends, and the idea of the freedom 
of the will. The more general and abstract an idea, the 
ir.ore inadequate and indistinct it becomes; and this 
shows the lack of value in generic concepts, which are formed 
i)y the omission of differences. All cognition which is 
carried on by universals and their symbols, words, yields 
opinion and imagination merely instead of truth. Quite as 
valueless and harmful is the idea of ends, with its accompani- 
nients. We think that nature has typical forms hovering 
before it, which it is seeking to actualize in things; when 
this intention is apparently fulfilled we speak of things as 
perfect and b'eautiful; when it fails, of imperfect and ugly 
things. Such concepts of value belong in the sphere of fic- 
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'tions. The same is true of the idea of the freedom of the 
.will, which depends on our it^norance of that which con¬ 
strains us. Apart from the consideration that “tlie will/* 
-tlie general conception of wdiicli comes under the rubric of 
unreal abstractions, is in fact merely the sum of tlie parti¬ 
cular volitions, the illusion of frcerlom, c.c/., that we will 
and act without a cause, arises from the fact that we are 
conscious of our action (and also of its proximate motives), 
but not of its (remoter) determining causes. I’hiis the 
thirsty child believes it desires its milk of its own free will, 
and the timid one, that it freely chooses to run away (FjJiica, 
III. prop, 2, scliol.; T. app.)- If the falling stone were con¬ 
scious, it would, likewi.se, consider itself free, and its fall 
the result of an undetermined decision. 

Two degrees are to be distinguished in the tnie or 
adequate knowledge of the intellect : rational knowledge 
attained through inference, and intuitive, self-evident know- 
edge; the latter has principles for its object, the former that 
which foliow’s from them. Instead of operating with abstract 
.concepts the reason uses common notions, noiioncs com¬ 
munes, Genera do not exist, but, no doubt, something 
common to all things. All bodies agree in being extended; 
all minds and ideas in being modes of thought; all beings 
whatever in the fact that they are modes of the divine 
substance and its attributes; “that which is common to all 
things, and which is equally in the part and in the whole, 

, cannot but be adequately conceived.” The ideas of exten¬ 
sion, of thought, and of the eternal and infinite essence of 
God are adequate ideas. The adequate idea of each 
individual actual object involves the idea of God, since it 
. can neither exist nor be conceived apart from God, and “all 
ideas, in .so far as they are referred to God, are true.” The 
ideas of substance and of the attributes are conceived 
through themselves, or immediately (intuitively) cognized; 
tliey are underivative, original, self-evident ideas. 

There are thus three kinds, degrees, or faculties of cogni¬ 
tion—sensuous or imaginative representation, reason, and 
immediate intuition. Knowledge of the second and third 
.degrees is necessarily true, and our only means of distin- 
:guishing the true from the false. As light reveals itself 
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and darkness, so the truth is the criterion of itself and of 
error. Every truth is accompanied by certainty, and is its 
own witness fll. prop, 43, scJwL), —Adequate knowledge 
does not consider things as individuals, but in their neces¬ 
sary connection and as eternal sequences from the world- 
ground. The reason perceives things under the form ot 
eternity: sith specie (ctcniitaiis (11. prop. 4-1, cor. 2), 

In his theory of the enwtious, Spinoza is more dependent 
on Descartes than anywhere else; ])ut even here he is guided 
by a successful endeavor after greater rigor and simplicity. 
He holds his predecessor’s false conce])t of freedom respon¬ 
sible for the failure of his very acute inquiry. All previous 
writers on the passions have either derided, or bewailed, or 
condemned them, instead of investigating their nature. 
Spinoza will neither denounce nor ridicule human actions 
and appetites, but endeavor to cc'mpreliend them on the 
l)asis of naturjll laws, and to consider them a.s though the 
question concerned lines, surfaces, and bodies. He aims 
not to look on hate, anger, and the rest as flaws, but :i< 
necessary, though trouljlesonie, properties of human nature.* 
for which, as really as for heat and cold, thunder and light¬ 
ning, a causal explanation is requisite.—As a determinak*. 
finite being the mind is dependent in its existence and its 
activity on other finite things, and is incomprehensilde 
without them; from its involution in the general course of 
nature the inaderiuate ideas inevitably follow, and from these 
the passive states or emotions; the passions thus belong 
to human nature, as one subject to limitation and negation. 
—The deslruction of contingent and perishable things i.s 
effected by external causes; no one is destroyed by itself: 
so far as in it lies everything strives to persist in its being 
(HI. prop. 4 and 6). The fundamental endeavor after 
.self-preservation constitutes the essence of each thing (III. 
prop. 7). This endeavor (conatus) is termed will {voluv- 
tas) or desire {ciipiditas) when it is referred to the mind 
alone, and appetite (appeiiius) when referred to the mind 
and body together; desire or volition is conscious appetite 
(III. prop. 9, schol.). We call a thing good because we 
desire it, not desire a thing because we hold it good (cf. 
Hobbes, p. 75). To desire two further fundamental forms* 
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of the emotions arc added, pleasure and pain. If a thing in¬ 
creases the power of our body to act, tlie idea of it increases 
the power of our soul to think, and is gladly imagined by it. 
( Pleasure (hvtitia) is the transition of a man to a greater, and 
pain (irish'tia) his transition to a lesser perfection. / 

All other emotions are modifications or combinations of 
the three original C)nes, to whicli Spinoza reduces the six of 
Descartes (cf. p. 105). In the deduction and description of 
them liis procedure is sometimes aridly systematic, some* 
times even forced and artificial, but for the most part 
ingenious, a])propriate, and ]xsychologically acute. What¬ 
ever gives us ])leasure augiiumts our being, and wliatever 
])airis us diminishes it; licncc we seek to preserve the causes 
of pleasurable emotions, and love them, to do away with 
the causes of painful ones, and hate them. “Uove is 
pleasure accompanied by the idea of an cxiernal cause; 
hate is pain accompanied by the idea of an external 
cause/’ Since all that furthers or diminishes the being 
of (the cause of our pleasure) tb.e object of our love, 
exercises at the same time a like influence on us, we love 
that which rejoices the object of our love and hate that 
which disturbs it; its happiness and suflfering become ours 
also. Tlie converse is true of the object of our hate: its 
good fortune provokes us and its ill fortune pleases us. If 
we are filled with no emotion toward things like ourselves, 
we sympathize in their sad or joyous feelings by involuntary 
imitation. Pity, from which we strive to free ourselves as 
from every painful affection, inclines us to benevolence or 
to assistance in the removal of the cause of the misery 
of others. Imivv of those who are fortunate and com¬ 
miseration of those who are in trouble, arc alike rooted 
in emulation. Man is by nature inclined to envy and 
malevolence. Hate easily leads to underestimation, love to 
overestimation, of the object, and self-love to pride or self- 
satisfaction, which are much more frequently met with than 
unfeigned humility. Immoderate desire for honor is termed 
ambition; if the desire to please others is kept within due 
•bounds it is praised as unpretentiousness, courtesy, mod¬ 
esty (modeslia), Amlntion, luxury, drunkenness, avarice, 
and lust have no contraries, for temperance, sobriety, and 
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chastity are not emotions (passive states), 'but denote the 
power of the soul by which the former are moderated, and 
which is discussed later under the name joriitudo. Self- 
abasement or humility is a feeling of pain arising from 
the consideration of our weakness and impotency; its 
opposite is self-complacency. Either of these may be 
accompanied by the (erroneous) belief that we have done the 
saddening or gladdening act of our own free will; in this 
case tlie former affection is termed repentance. Ifope and 
fear are inconstant pleasure and pain, arising from the idea 
of something past or to come, concerning whose coming 
and whose issue we are still in doubt. There is no hope 
unmingled with fear, and no fear without hope; for he who 
still doubts imagines something which excludes the exist¬ 
ence of that wdiich is expected. If the cause of doubt is 
removed, hope is transformed into a feeling of confidence 
and fear into despair. There are as many kinds of emotions 
as there are classes among their objects or causes. 

Besides the emotions to be termed ‘‘passions'' in tlie 
strict sense, states of passivity, Spinoza recognizes others 
which relate to us as active. Only those which are of the 
nature of pleasure or desire belong to this class of active 
emotions; the painful affections are entirely excluded, since 
without exception they diminish or arrest the mind’s power 
to think. The totality of these nobler impulses is called 
joriitudo (fortitude), and a distinction is made among them 
between animositas (vigor of soul) and generositas (mag¬ 
nanimity, noble-mindedness), according as rational desire is 
directed to the preservation of our own being or to aiding 
our fellow-men. Presence of mind and temperance are 
examples of the former, modesty and clemency of the latter. 
By this bridge, the idea of the active emotions, we may 
follow Spinoza into the field of ethics. 

(c) Practical Philosophy. —Spihoza’s theory of ethics is 
based on the equation of the three concepts, o erfectiop . 

P^op. 40, dem.). The more active a 
thing is, the more perfect it is and the more reality it 
possesses. It is active, however, when it is the complete 
or adequate cause of that which takes place within it or 
without it; passive when it is not at all the cause of this, or 
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the cause only in part. A cause is termed adequate, when 
its effect can -be clearly and distinctly perceived from 
it alone. The human mind, as a modus of thought, is 
active when it has adequate ideas; all its passion consists 
in confused ideas, among which belong the affections pro¬ 
duced by external objects. The essence of the mind is 
thought; volition is not only dependent on cognition, but 
at bottom identical with it. 

Descartes had already made the will the power of 
affirmation and negation. Spinoza advances a step further: 
the affirmation cannot be separated from the idea affirmed, 
it is impossible to conceive a truth without in the same act 
affirming it, the idea involves its own affirmation. “Will 
and understanding arc one and the same (II. prop. 49, cor.). 
For Spinoza moral acitvity is entirely resolved into cogni¬ 
tive activity. To the two stages of know ing, imaginatio and 
intellectus, correspond two stages of wdllimg—desire, which 
is ruled by imagination, and volition, which is guided 
by reason. The passive emotions of sensuous desire are 
directed to perisliaible objects, the active, which spring 
from reason, have an eternal object—^the knowdedge of the 
truth, the intuition of God. For reason there are no 
distinctions of persons,—she brings men into concord and 
•gives them a common end (IV. prop. 35-37, 40),—and no 
distinctions of time (IV. prop. 62, 66), and in the active 
emotions, which are always good, no excess (IV. prop. 61). 
The passive emotions arise from confused ideas. They 
•cease to be passions, when the confused ideas of the modi¬ 
fications of the body are transformed into clear ones; as 
soon as we have clear ideas, we become active and cease to 
be slaves of desire. We master the emotions by gaining a 
clear knowledge of them. Now, an idea is clear when we 
cognize its object not as an individual thing, but in its 
connection, as a link in the causal chain, as necessary, and 
as a mode of God. The more the mind conceives things in 
their necessity, and the emotions in their reference to God, 
the less it is passively subject to the emotions, the more 
power it attains over them: “Virtue is power” (IV. dcf. 8; 
prop. 20, dem.). It is true, indeed, that one emotion can be 
^conquered only by another stronger one, a passive emotion 
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only by an active one. The active emotion by which 
knowledge gains this victory over the passions is the joyous 
consciousness of our i>owcr (III. prop. 58, 59). Adequate 
ideas conceive their objects in union with God: thus the 
pleasure which proceeds from knowledge of, and victory 
over, the passions is accompanied by the idea of God, and, 
consequently (according h) the definition of lovt:)? hy love 
toivard, God (V. prop. 15, 32). The knowledge and love 
of God, together, “ intellectual love toward (.lod/’* is the 
highest good and the highest virtue (IV. prop. 28). Blessed¬ 
ness is not the reward of virtue, hut virtue itself. The 
intellectual love of man toward God, in which the high¬ 
est peace of the soul, blessedness, and freedom consist, and 
in virtue of which (.since it, like its object and cause, true 
knowledge, is eternal), the soul is not included in the de¬ 
struction of the body (V. prop. 23, 33), is a part of the in¬ 
finite love with which (iod loves himself, and is one and the 
same with the love of God to man. The eternal part of the 
soul is reason, through which it is active; the perishable 
part is imagination or sensuou.s representation, througii 
which it is passively affected. We are immortal only iti 
adequate cognition and in love to God; more of the wise 
man's soul is immortal than of the fool's. 

^ Spinoza’s ethics i^ intellectualistic—virtue is based on 
knowledgc.f It is, moreover, naturalistic—morality is a 
neces.sary sequence from human nature; it is a physical 
product, not a product of freedom; for the acts of tlie will 
are determined by ideas, which in their turn are the effects 
of earlier cairses. jTht foundation of virtue is the effort 
after sclf-presenation: How can a man desire to act 
rightly unless he desires to be (IV. prop. 21, 22)? Since 

* Tl)e conception amor Dd intcllectualis in Spinoza is discussed in 
a dissertation by C. Liilmann, Jena, 1884. 

t Th.nt viriiie vvliich springs from knowledge is alone genuine. The 
painful, lienee nnactivc, emotions of pity and repentance may impel 
to actions whose accomplishment is better than their omission. Emo¬ 
tion caused by sympathy for others and contrition for one’s own 
guilt, both of which increase present evil by now ones, have only the 
value of evils of a lesser kind. They are .salutary for the irrational 
man, in so far as the one spurs him on to acts of assistance and the 
other diminishes his pride. They are harmful to the wise man, or, 
at least, useless; he is in no need of irrational motives to rational 
action. Action from insight is alone true morality. 
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reason never enjoins that which is contrary to natiir.*, it of 
necessity requires every man to love himself, to seek that 
which is truly useful to him, and to desire all that makes 
him more perfect. According to the law of nature all that 
is useful is allovvalde. '['he useful is that which increases 
our power, activity, or perfection, or that which furthers 
knowledge, for the life of the soul consists in thought (1\\ 
/>ro/>. 26; apl^. cap, 5), d'hat alone is an evil which restrains 
man from |;erfccting the reason and leading a rational life. 
Virtuous action is equivalent to ftdlowing the guidance of 
the reasf)n in self-preservation (1\\ prop, 24).—Nowhere 
in Spinoza arc fallacies more frequent than in his moral 
philosoi)hy; nowhere is there a clearer revelation of the 
insufficiency of his artificially constructed concepts, which, 
in their undeviating alistractness, are at no point congruent 
with reality. He is as little true to his piir])ose to exclude 
the imperative clement, and to confine himself entirely to 
the explanation of human actions considered as facts, 
as any philosopher who has adopted a similar aim. He 
relieves the inconsistency l>y clothing his injunctions under 
the ancient ideal of the free Avise man. This, in fact, is 
not the only thing in Spinoza which reminds one of the 
customs of the Greek moralists. He renews the Platonic 
idCii. of a philosophical yi and the opinion of Socrates, 
that right action will resnlt of iteelf from true insi^^ 
Arguing from himself, from his own pure and strong desire 
for knowledge, to mankind in general, lie makes reason the 
essence of the soul, thought the essence of reason, and 
holds the direction of the impulse of self-preserv^atioii to 
the perfection of knowledge, which is “ the better part of 
us,'* to be the natural one. 

All men endeavor after continuance of existence (III. 
prop, 6); why not all after virtue? If all endeavor after it, 
why do so few reach the igoal? Whence the sadly large 
number of the irrational, the selfish, the vicious? Whence 
the evil in the world? Vice is as truly an outcome of 
'' nature ’* as virtue. Virtue is power, vice is weakness; 
the former is knowledge, the latter ignorance. Whence 
the powerless natures? Whence defective knowledge? 
Whence imperfection in general? 
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I'hc conce})t of imperfection expresses nothing positive, 
notliing actual, but merely a defect, an, absence of reality. It 
is nothing but an idea in us, a fiction wliich arises through 
the comparison of one thing with another possessing 
greater reality, or with an abstract generic concept, a 
pattern, which it seems unable to attain. That concepts of 
value are not properties of things themselves, but denote 
only their pleasurable or painful effects on us, is evident from 
the fact that one and the same thing may be at the same 
time good, bad, and indifferent: the music which is good for 
the melancholy man may be bad for the mourner, and neither 
good nor bad for the deaf. Knowledge of the bad is an 
abstract, inadequate idea; in God there is no idea _Q{__eyil> 
If imperfection and error were something real, it would 
have to be conceded that God is the auth or of.£Yil and-Sin. 
In reality everything is that which it can be, hence without 
defect: everything actual is, in itself considered, perfect. 
Even the fool and the sinner cannot be otherwise than he 
is: he appears imperfect only when placed beside the wise 
and the virtuous. ySin is t hus onjy.a. l.esser reaU^ 
virtue, evil a lesser good; good and bad, activity and pas¬ 
sivity, power and weakness are merely distinctions in de¬ 
gree. But why is not everything absolutely perf ect? Why 
are there lesser degrees of reality? Two answers are given. 
The first is found only between the lines: the imperfections 
in tlie being and action of individual things are grounded 
in their finitude, particularly in their involution in the chain 
of causality, in virtue of wdiich they are acted on from 
without, and are determined in their action not by their 
own nature only, but also by external causes. Man sins 
because he is open to impressions from external things, 
and only superior natures are strong enough to preserv'e 
their rational self-determination in spite of this. The other 
answer is expressly given at the end of the first part (witli 
an appeal to the sixteenth proposition, that everything 
which the divine understanding conceives as creatable has 
actually come into existence). “To those who ask why 
God did not so create all men that they should be governed 
only by reason, I reply only: because matter was not lack* 
ing to him for the creation of every degree of perfection 
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from highest to lowest; or, more strictly, because the laws 
of his nature were so ample as so suffice for the production 
of everything conceivable by an infinite intellect.*' All 
possi])le degrees of perfection have come into being, includ¬ 
ing sin and error, which represent the lowest grade. The 
universe forms a chain of degrees of perfection, of which 
none must be wanting: particular cases of defect are justi¬ 
fied by the ])crfect.ion of the whole, which would be incom¬ 
plete without the lowest degree of perfection, vice and 
wickedness. Here we se e Spinoza followi ng a path which 
I^ibnitz \v;;as to broadcji out into a highway in his Theo dicy, 
Both favor the (|uantitative view of the world, which 
softens the antitheses, and reduces distinctions of kind to 
distinctions of degree. Not till Kant was the qualitative 
view of the world, wliich had been first brought into ethics 
by Christianity, restored to its rights. An ethics which 
d enies fr eedom apd evil is noUiing but n pliysics of mor^^^^ 
In his theory of the state Spinoza follows Hobbes pretty 
closely, but rejects absolutism, and declares democracy, in 
which each is ol)edicnt to self-imposed law, to be the form 
of government most in accordance with reason. (vSo in the 
Tractatus Tlicologico-Politicus, while in the later Traciatus 
Politicus he gives the preference to aristocracy.) In accord¬ 
ance with the supreme right of nature each man deems 
good, and seeks to gain, that which seems to him useful; 
all things belong to all, each may destroy the objects of his 
hate. Conflict and insecurity prevail in the state of nature 
as a result of the sensuous desires and emotions (homines 
ex naiiira hostes) ; and they can be done away with only 
through the establishment of a society, which by punitive 
laws compels everyone to do, and leave undone, that which 
the (general welfare demands. Strife and l^reacli of faith 
•become sin only in the state; before its formation that alone 
was wrong which no one had the desire and power to do. 
Besides this mission, however, of protecting selfish interests 
by the prevention of aggression, the civil community has a 
higher one, to subserve the development of reason; it is 
only in the state that true morality and true freedom are 
possible, and the wise man will prefer to live in the state, 
because he finds more freedom there than in isolation. Thus 
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the dislocation of concepts, Avhich is perceptible in Spinoza's 
ethics, rei)eats itself in his politics. First, virtue is based 
<»n the impulse of self-])reservation and the good is equated 
with that which is useful to the individual; then, with a 
transformation of mere utility into “ true ” utility, the 
rational moment is brought in (first as practical pru¬ 
dence, next as the impulse after knowledge, and then, 
with a gradual change of meaning, as moral wisdom), until, 
Jinally, in strange contrast to tiie naturalistic beginning, 
the Chrislian idea of \irtue as purity, self-denial, love to 
our neighbours and love to tlod, is reached. In a similar 
way “ S])inoza conceives the starting point of the state 
natnralistically, its culmination idealistically.”* 

d'he fundamental ideas of the vSpinozistic system, and 
those which render it imjiortant, are rationalism, pantheism, 
the essential identity of the material and spiritual -worlds, 
and the uuinterrn]>ted mechanism of becoming. Besides the 
twisting of ethical coiicejits just mentioned, we may briefly 
note the most striking of the other (lifficulties and.a^^^^ 
didiims which Spinoza left unexplained. 'J'here is a break 
between his endeavor to exalt the alisolute high above the 
jjhenomcnal world of individual existence, and, at the srune 
time, to liriiig the former into the closest possible conjunc¬ 
tion with the latter, to make it dwell therein—a break 
between the ^traiisceiident and intmanent ypoceptiuus,. 
th^ idea of God^. ^^"o light is vouchsafed on the relation 
between jiriniary and seoLudary causes, between the imnie- 
diate divine, .causality and the divme causality mediated 
thtpugli finite, causes. The infinity of God is in conflict 
with his complete cognizability on the part of man; for 
how' is a finite, transitory spirit able to conceive the Infinite 
and Eternal? How does the human intellect rise above 
modal limitations to be^comc capable and worthy of the 
mystical union with (iod? Reference has been already 
made to the twofold nature of the attributes fas forms^of 
intellectual apprehension and as real properties of 
stance) which invites contradictory interpretations. 

* C. Schindler in his dissertation Ueber den Begriff des Guten und 
Niitzlichcn hei Spinoza, Jena, 1885, p. 42, a work, however, which 
does not penetrate to tiic full depth of the matter. Cf. Eucken, 
Lebcnsunschauungcn, p. 406. 
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3. Pascal, Malebranche, Bayle. 

Returning from Holland to France, we find a combina¬ 
tion of Cartesianism and mysticism similar to that whicli 
we have noticed in the former country. Under Ueulincx 
these two forces had lived x>t‘aceful]y together; in vSpinoza 
they had entered into the closest alliance; with lilaise 
Piiscal (1623—(^2), the first to adcjpt a relighuis tendency, 
they came into a certain antithesis. Spinoza had taught; 
through the knowledge of Ciod to the love of God; in 
Pascal the watchword becomes, God is not conceived 
through the reason, but felt with the heart. After attack¬ 
ing the Jesuits in his Provincial Letters, and unveiling the 
worthlessness of their casuistical morality, Pascal, con¬ 
strained ])y a genuine piety, undertook to construct a 
philosophy of Christianity; but the attempt was ended 
by the early death of the author, who had always suf¬ 
fered under a wettk constitution, h'raginents of this work 
were ])ublished by his friends, the Jansenists, under 
the title. Thoughts on Religion, 1669, though not without 
mediating alterations. 'Hie Port-Royal Logic {The Art of 
Thinking, 1(')62), edited by Arnauld and Nicole, was based 
on a treatise of Pascal. His thought, which was not dis¬ 
tinguished by clearness, but by (lej)th and movement, 
and which, after the French fashion, delighted in antitheses, 
was influenced by Descartes, Montaigne, and iipictetus. 
He, too, finds in mathematics the example for all science, 
and holds that whatever transcends mathematics transcends 
the reason. By the application of mathematics to the 
study of nature wc attain a mundane science, which is cer¬ 
tain, no doubt, and which makes constant progress,* but 
which does not satisfy, since it reveals nothing of the 
infinite, of the whole, without which the parts remain un¬ 
intelligible. Hence all natural philosophy together is not 
worth an hour s toil. Pascal consoles himself for our igno¬ 
rance concerning external things by the stability of ethics. 

The leading principles of his ethics are as follows: Jn sin 

* It is this uninterrupted progress which raises the’reason above the 
operations of nature and the instincts of animals. While the l)ccs 
build their cells to-day just as they did a diousand years ago, science 
ts continually developing. This guarantees to us our immortal destiny. 
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the love to God created in us has left us and self-love has 
transgressed its limits; pride has delivered us over to selfish¬ 
ness and misery. Our nature is corrupted, but not beyond 
redemption. In his actions worthless and depraved, man is 
seen to be exalted and incomprehensible in his ends; in 
reality he is worthy of abhorrence, but great in his desti¬ 
nation. No philosophy or religion has so taught us at once 
to know the greatness and the misery of man as Christianity: 
this bids him recognize his low condition, but at the same 
time to endeavor to become like God. We must humbly 
despise the world and renounce ourselves; in order to love 
God, we must hate ourselves. Moral reformation is an act 
of divine grace, and the merit of human volition con¬ 
sists only in not resisting this. God transforms the heart 
by a heavenly sweetness, grants it to know that spiritual 
pleasure is greater than bodily pleasure, and infuses into 
it a disgust at the allurements of sin. Virtue is liijd- 
ing one’s greatest happiness in God or in the eternal 
good. As morality is a matter of feeling, not of 
thought, so God, so even the first principles on which 
the certitude of demonstration depends, are the object, 
n(d- of reason, but of the heart. 'I'hat which certifies 
to the highest indemonstrable principles is a feeling, a 
belief, an instinct of nature: Ics princif^cs sc sentent. As a 
defender of the needs and rights of the heart, Pascal is a 
forerunner of the great Kousseau. ITis depreciation of the 
reason to exalt faith establishes a certain relationship with 
the skeptics of his native land, among whom Cousin has 
unjustly classed him (E'fudcs sur Pascal, 5th ed., 1857).♦ 
Nicolas Malebranche (1638—1715), a member of the Ora¬ 
tory of Jesus, in Paris, which was opposed by the Jesuits, 
cojrpleted the development of Cartesianism in the religious 
direction adopted by Pascal. His thought is controlled by 
the endeavor to combine Cartesian metaphysics and 
Augustinian Christianity, those two great forces which 
constituted the double citadel of his order. Plis collected 
works appeared three years before his death; and a new edi- 

• Of the works on Pascal we may mention that of H. Reuchlin, 
1840 ; Ha vet’s edition of the Pensecs, with notes^ PariS| 1866; and the 
E^tude by Ed. Droz, Paris, 1886. 
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tion in four volumes, prepared by J. Simon, in 1871. His 
chief work, On the Search for Truth (new edition by F. 
Bouillier, 1880), appeared in 1675, and was followed by the 
Treatise on Ethics (new edition by H. Joly, 1882) and the 
Christian and Metaphysical Meditations in 1684, the Dis¬ 
cussions on Metaphysics and on Religion in 1688, and various 
polemic treatises. The -best known among the doctrines of 
Malebranche is the principle that zve see all things in God 
(que nous voyons toutes choses en Dieu. — Recherche, iii. 2, 
6 ). What does this mean, and how is it established? It is 
intended as an answer to the question, How is it possible 
for the mind to cognize the body if, as Descartes has shown, 
mind and body arc two fundamentally distinct and recipro¬ 
cally independent substances? 

The seeker after truth must first understand the sources 
of error. Qf these there are two, or, more exactly, five—^as 
many as there are faculties of the soul. Error may spring 
from either the cognitive or the appetitive faculty; in the 
first case, cither from sense-perception, the imagination, or 
the pure understanding, and, in the latter, from the in¬ 
clinations or the passions. The inclinations and the pas¬ 
sions do not reveal the nature of things, but only express 
how they affect us, of what value they are to us. Further 
still, the senses and the imagination only reproduce the 
impressions which things make on us as feeling subjects, 
express only what they are for us, not what they are in 
themselves. The senses have been given us simply for the 
preservation of our body, and so long as we expect nothing 
further from tliem than practical information concerning 
the (useful or hurtful) relation of things to our body, there 
is no reason for mistrusting them,—here we are not deceiv¬ 
ed by sensation, but at most by the overhasty judgment 
of the will. ‘‘ Consider the senses as false witnesses in 
regard to the truth, but as trustworthy counselors in relation 
to the interests of life!”—Sensation and imagination be¬ 
long to the soul in virtue of its union with the body; apart 
from this it is pure spirit, nie essence of the soul is Uiought, 
for this function is the only one which cannot be ab¬ 
stracted from it without destroying it. Hence there can 
ibe no moment in the life of the soul when it ceases to 
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think; it thinks always (Jame pcnse toujours), only it does 
not always remember the fact. 

The kinds of knowledge differ with the classes of things 
cognized. God is known immediately and intuitively. 
He is necessary and unlimited being, the universal, infinite 
being, being absolutely; he only is known through himself. 
The concept of the infinite is the presupposition of tlie con¬ 
cept of the finite, and the former is earlier in us; w-e gain the 
conception of a particular thing only when w^e omit some¬ 
thing from the idea of “ being in general,’' or limit it. God 
is cogitative, like spirits, and extended, like bodies, but in 
an entirely different manner from created things. We 
know our own soul through consciousness or inner iper- 
ception. We know its existence more certainly than that 
of bodies, but understand its nature less perfectly than 
theirs. To know that it is capable of sensations of pain, 
of heat, of light, we must have experienced them. For 
knowledge of the minds of others we are dependent upon 
conjecture, on analogical inferences from ourselves. 

But how is the unextended soul capable of cognizing 
extended body? Only through the medium of ideas. 
The ideas occupy an intermediate position between objects, 
whose archetypes they are, and representations in the 
.soul, whose causes they are. The ideas, after the pattern 
of which God has created things, and the relations among 
them (necessary truths), are etenial, hence uncaused; they 
constitute the wisdom of God and are not dq)endent on 
his will. Things are in God in archetypal form, and are 
cognized through these their archetypes in God. Ideas 
are not produced by bodies, by the emission of sensuous 
images,* nor are they originated by the soul, or possessed 
by it as an innate possession. But God is the cause of 

* Malebraiiche’s refutation of the emanation hypotbe?:is of the Peri¬ 
patetics is acute and still worthy of attention. If bodies transmitted 
to the sense-organs forms like themselves, iltese copies, which would 
evidently be cori>oreal, must, by their departure, diminish the mass 
of the body from which they came aiway, and also, l>ccausc of their 
impenetrability, obstruct and interfere with one another, thus destroy- 
mg the possibility of clear impressions. A further point against the 
image theory is furnished by the increase in the size of an object, 
when approached. And, above all, it can never be made conceivable 
how motion can be transformed into sensations or ideas. 
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knowledge, although he neither imparts ideas to the soul 
in creation nor produces them in it on every separate 
. occasion. The ideas or perfections of things are in God 
and are heheld by spirits, who likewise dwell in God 
as the universal reason. As space is the place of bodies, 
so God is the place of spirits. As bodies are modes of 
, extension, so their ideas are modifications of the idea of 
, extension or of “ intelligible extension.’' Tlie principle 
stated at the beginning, that things are perceived in God, 
is, therefore, supporied in the following way; we perceive 
bodies (through ideas, which ideas, and we ourselves, are) 
in God. 

As the knowledge of truth has been found to consist in 
seeing things as God sees them, so morality consists in 
man’s loving things as God loves them, or, what amounts 
to the same thing, in loving them to that degree which is 
their due in view of tlieir greater or less perfection. If, in 
the last analysis, all cognition is knowledge of God, so 
all volition is loving God; there is implanted in every 
creature a direction toward the Creator. God is not only the 
primordial, unlimited being, he is also the highest good, the 
final end of all striving. As the ideas of things are imperfect 
participations in, or deteniiinations of universal being, 
the absolute perfection of God, so the particular desires, 
drected toward individual objects, are limitations of the 
universal will toward the good. How does it happen that 
the human will, so variously mistaking its fundamental 
direction toward God, attaches itself to perishable goods, 
and prefers worthless objects to those which have value, 
and eartlily to heavenly pleasure? The soul is, on the one 
hand, united to God, on the other, united to the body. 
The possibility of error and sin rests on its union with the 
body, since with the ideas (as representations of the pure 
understanding) are associated sensuous images, which 
mingle with and becloud them, and passions with the incli¬ 
nations (or tlie will of the soul, in so far as it is pure spirit). 
This gives, however, merely the possibility of the immoral, 
sensuous, God-estranged disposition, which becomes 
actual only through man’s free act, when he fails to 
stand the test. For sin does not consist in having passions. 
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but in consenting to them. The passion is not caused* 
by the corporeal movement of which it is the sequel, 
but only, occasioned by it; and the same is true of the 
movement of the limbs and the decision of the will. The 
one true cause of all that happens is God. It is he who 
produces affections in the soul, and motion in the material 
world. For the body possesses only the capacity of being^ 
moved; and the soul cannot be the cause of the movement, 
since it would then have to know* how it .produces the latter. 
In fact tliose who lack a medical training have no idea of 
the muscular and nervous processes involved. Without 
God we cannot even move the tongue. It is he wdio raises 
our ami, even when we use it contrary to his la’w\ 

Anxious to guard his pantheism from being identified 
with that of Spinoza, Malebranche jxiints out that, ac¬ 
cording to his views, the universe is in God, not, as with 
Spinoza, that God is in the universe; that he teaches crea¬ 
tion, which Spinoza denies; that he distinguishes, which 
Spinoza had not done, between the world in God (the ideas 
of things) and the world of created things, and between' 
intelligible and corporeal extension. It may be added that 
he maintains the freedom of God and of man, which Spinoza 
rejects, and that he conceives God, who brings everytliing 
to pass, not as nature, but as omnipotent will. Nevertheless, 
as Kuno Fischer has shown, he approaches the naturalism 
of Spinoza more nearly than he is himself conscious, 
when he explains finite things as limitations (hence as 
modes) of the divine existence, posits the will of God in 
dependence on his wisdom (the uncreated world of ideas), 
thus limiting it in its omnipotence, and, which is deci¬ 
sive, makes God the sole author of motion, ix., a natural 
cause. His attempt at a Christian pantheism was conse¬ 
quently unsuccessful. But its failure has not shattered the 
well-grounded fame of its thoughtful author as the second 
greatest metaphysician of France. 

Pierre Poiret* (1646—1719; for some years a preacher in 

* Poiret: Cogitationes Rationales de Deo, Anima, et Malo, 1677, the 
later editions including a vehement attack on the atheism of Spinoza ; 
UCEconotnie Divine, 1682 ; De Eruditione Solida, Superficiaria, et 
Falsa, 1692 ; Fides et Ratio Collatoe, against Locke, 1707. 



POIRET, BAYLE 


149 


•Hamburg; lived later in Rhynsburg near Leyden) was 
• rendered hostile to Cartesianism through the influence of 
mystical writings (among others those of Antoinette Bour- 
ignon, which he published), and through the perception of 
the results to which it had led in Spinoza. All cognition 
is taking up the form of the object. The x>crfection of 
man is based more on his passive capacities than on his ac¬ 
tive reason, which is concerned with mere ideas, unreal 
.shadows; the mathematical spirit leads to fatalism, to the 
denial of freedom. The passive faculties, on the contrary, 
are in direct intercourse with reality, the senses with 
external material objects, and the arcanum of the mind, the 
basis of the soul, the intellect, with spiritual truths and 
with God, whose existence is more certain than our own. 
Man is not unconcerned in the development of the highest 
power of the mind, he must offer himself to Cod in sincere 
humility. In subordination to the passive intellect, the 
, external faculty, the active reason, is also to be culti¬ 
vated ; it deserves care, like the skin. Evil consists in the 
absurdity that the creature, who apart from God is noth¬ 
ing, ascribes to himself an independent existence. 

Le Vayer and Iluet, who have been already mentioned 
(pp. 50—51), mediate between the founders of skepticism 
and Baylc, its most gifted representative. The latter of 
these two wrote a Criticism of the Cartesian Philosophy, 
1689, besides a Treatise on the Impotence of the Human 
Mind, which did not appear until after his death. He 
opposes, among other things, the criterion of truth based 
on evidence, since tliere is an evidence of the false not to be 
distinguished from that of the true, as well as the position 
that God becomes a deceiver in the bestowal of a weak 
and blind reason—for he gives us, at the same time, the 
power to know its deceptive character. 

As the last among those influenced by Descartes but 
who advanced beyond him, may be mentioned the acute 
Pierre Bayle (1647—1706; professor in Sedan and Rotter¬ 
dam; Works, 1725—^31*), who greatly excited the world 
. of letters by his occasional and polemic treatises, and still 

*Cf. on Bayle, L. Feuerbach, 1838, 2nd cd., 1844 ; Eucken in the 
AUgemeine Zeitung, supplement to Nos. 251, 252, October 27, 28, 1891. 
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more by the journal, Noitvcllcs de la Republiqne des Letters 
from 1^4 and his Historical and. Critical Dictionary, in two 
volumes, 1695 and 1697. Nowhere do the most opposite 
antitheses dwell in such close proximity as in the mind of 
Bayle. Alon;^* with an ever vvatehfiil doubt he harbors a 
most active zeal for knowledge, with a sincere spirit of belief 
( which has beeti wrongly disputed by Lange, Zeller, and 
I^unjcr) a demoniacal pleasure in bringing to light absurdi¬ 
ties in the doctrines of faith, \Nith absolute confidence in 
the infallibility of conscience an entirely pessimistic view’^ of 
human morality. His strength lies in criticism and polem¬ 
ics, his work in the latter (aside from his hostility to 
fanaticism and the persecution of those differing in faith) 
being directed cliiefly against optimism and the deistic 
religion of reason, which holds the Christian dogmas capable 
of proof, or, at least, faith and knowledge capable of recon¬ 
ciliation. The doctrines of faith are not only above reason, 
incomprehensible, but contrary to reason; and it is just 
on this tliat our merit in accepting them depends. The 
mysteries of the Gospel do not seek success before the 
judgment seat of thought, they demand the blind sul.>- 
mission of the reason; nay, if they were objects of knowl¬ 
edge they would cease to be mysteries. Thus we must 
clioose between religion and philosophy, for they cannot 
be combined. For one who is convinced of the untrust- 
worthiness of the reason and her lack of competence in 
things supernatural, it is in no wise contradictory or impos¬ 
sible to receive as true things w'hich she declares to he 
false; he will thank God for the gift of a faith which 
is entirely inde]>endeiit of th(‘ clearness of its objects and of 
its agreement with the axioms of philosophy. Kven, when 
in purely scientific questions he calls attention to difficul¬ 
ties and shows contradictions on every hand, Bayle by 
no means intends to hold up princijdcs with contradictory 
implications as false, but only as uncertain.* The reason, 

* Thus, in regard to tlie proldem of freedom, he finds it hard to 
comprehend how the creatures, who arc not the authors of their own 
existence, can be the authors of tlieir own actions, but, at the same 
time, inadmissible to think of God as the cause of evil. He seeks only 
to show the indcmonstrability and incomprehensibility of freedom, 
not to reject it. For he sees in it the condition of morality, and calls 
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he says, .generalizing from his own case, is capable only of 
destruction, not of construction; of discovering error, not 
of finding truth; of finding reasons and counter-reasons, of 
exciting doubt and controversy, not of vouchsafing certitude. 
So long as it contents itself with controverting that which 
is false, it is potent and salutary; but when, despising 
divine assistance, it advances lieyond this, it becomes 
dangerous, like a caustic drug which attacks the healthy 
flesh after it has consumed that which was diseased. 

He who seeks to refute skepticism must produce a cri¬ 
terion of truth. If such exists, it is certainly that advanced 
by Descartes, the evidence, the evident clearness of a princi¬ 
ple. Well, then, the following principles pass for evident: 
That one, who does not exist, can have no responsibility for 
an evil action: that two things, which are identical with the 
same thing, are identical with each other; that I am the 
same man to-day that I was yesterday. Now, the revealed 
doctrines of original sin and of the Trinity show that the 
first and second of these axioms are false, and the Church 
doctrine of the preservation of the world as a continuous 
creation, that the last principle is uncertain. Thus if not 
even self-evidence furnishes us a criterion of truth, we must 
conclude that none whatever exists. Further, in regard to 
the origin of the world from a single principle, its creation 
by God, we find this supported, no doubt, both by the con¬ 
clusions of the pure reason and by the consideration of 
nature, but contravened by the fact of evil, by the misery 
and wickedness of man. Is it conceiva])le that a holy and 
benevolent God has created so unhapi)y and wicked a 
being ? 

Bayle’s motives in defending faith against reason were, 
on the one hand, his personal piety, on the other, his con¬ 
viction of the unassailable purity of Christian ethics. All 
the sects agjee in regard to moral principles, and it is this 
which assures us of the divinity of the Christian revelation. 
Nevertheless, he does not conceal from himself the fact that 
possession of the theoretical side of religion is far from 

attention to the fact that the difficulties in which those who deny 
freedom involve themselves are far greater than those of their oppo¬ 
nents. He shows himself entirely averse to the determinism and 
pantheism of Spinoza. 
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being a guarantee of practice in conformity with her pre¬ 
cepts. It is neither true that faith alone leads to morality 
nor that unbelief is the cause of immorality. A state 
composed of atheists would be not at all impossible, if 
only strict punishments and strict notions of honor were 
insisted upon. 

The judgments of the natural reason in moral questions 
are as certain and free from error as its capacity is shown to 
■be weak and limited in theoretical science. Tlie idea of 
morality never deceives anyone; the moral law is innate 
in every man. Although Christianity has given the best 
development of our duties, yet the moral law can be under¬ 
stood and followed by all men, even by heathen and athe¬ 
ists. We do not need to be Christians in order to act 
virtuously; the knowledge given by conscience is not 
dependent upon revelation. From the knowledge of the 
good to the practice of it is, it is true, a long step; we 
may be convinced of moral truth without loving it, and 
God’s grace alone is able to strengthen us against the 
power of the passions, by adding to the illumination 
of the mind an inclination of the heart toward the good. 
Temperament, custom, self-love move the soul more 
strongly tlian general truths. As in life pleasure is far 
outbalanced by pain and vexation, so far more evil acts 
are done than good ones: history is a collection of 
misdeeds, with scarcely one virtuous act for a thousand 
crimes. It is not the external action that constitutes 
the ethical character of a deed, but the motive or dis¬ 
position; almsgiving from motives of pride is a vice, and 
only when practiced out of love to one’s neighbors, a 
virtue. God looks only at the act of the will; our highest 
duty, and one which admits of no exceptions, is never to 
act contrary to conscience. 



CHAPTER IV 


LOCKE 

AFTiiR the Cartesian philosophy had given decisive expres¬ 
sion to the tendencies of modern thought, and had been 
developed through occasionalism to its completion in the 
system of Spinoza, the line of further progress consisted in 
two factors: Desairtes’s principles—one-sidedly rationalistic 
and abstractly scientific, as they were—were, on the one 
liand, to he supplemented by the addition of the empirical 
element which Descartes had neglected, and, on the other, 
to be made available for general culture by approximation 
to the interests of practical life. England, with its freer 
and happier political conditions, was the best place for tlie 
accomplishment of both ends, and Locke, a typically 
healthy and sober English thinker, with a distaste for 
extreme views, the best adapted mind. Descartes, the 
rationalist, had despised experience, and Bacon, the emgir- 
i cist, had despised mathematics; but Locke aims to show 
that while the reason is the instrument of science, demon¬ 
stration its form, and the realm of knowledge wider than 
experience, yet this instrument and this form are dq^endent 
for their content on a supply of material from the senses. 
The emphasis, it is true, falls chiefly on the latter half 
of this programme, and posterity, especially, has almost 
exclusively attended to the empirical side of Locke’s 
theory of knowledge in giving judgment concerning it. 

John Locke was born at Wrington, not far from Bristol, 
in 1632. At Oxford he busied himself wdth philosophy, 
natural science, and medicine, .being repelled by the Scho¬ 
lastic thinkers, but strongly attracted by the writings of 
Descartes. In 1665 he became secretary to the English 
ambassador to the Court of Brandenburg. Returning 
thence to Oxford he made the acquaintance of Lord 
Anthony Ashley (from 1672 Earl of vShaftesbury; died in 
Holland 1683), who received him into his own household as 
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a friend, physician, and tutor to his son (the father of 
Shaftesbury, the moral philosopher), and with whose vary¬ 
ing fortunes Locke’s own w’ere henceforth to he intimately 
connected. Twice he became secretary to his patron (once 
in 1667—with an official secretaryship in 1672, wheiv 
Shaftesbury became Lord Chancellor—^and again in 1679, 
when he became President of the Council), but both times 
he lost his post on his friend's fall. The years 1675-79 were 
spent in Montpellier and Paris. In 1683 he went into 
voluntary exile in Holland (where Shaftesbury had died in 
January of the same year), and remained there until 1689, 
when the ascension of the throne by William of Orange made 
it possible for him to return to England. Here he was 
made Commissioner of Appeals, and, subsequently, one of 
the Commissioners of Trade and Plantations (till 1700), 
He died in 1704 at Oates, in Essex, at tlie house of Sir 
Francis Masham, whose wife was the daughter of Cud- 
worth, the philosopher. 

Locke’s chief work. An Essay concerning Human Under^ 
standing, which had been planned as early as 1670, was 
published in 1689-90, a short abstract of it having previously 
appeared in French in I^e Clerc’s Bibliothdque Universellc, 
1688. His theoretical works include, further, the two 
posthumous treatises. On the Conduct of the Understanding 
(originally intended for incorporation in the fourth edition 
of the Essay, which, however, appeared in 1700 without 
this chapter, which probably had proved too extended) 
and the Elements of Natural Philosophy. To political and 
politico-economic questions Locke contributed the tw^o 
Treatises on Goveriinient, 1690, and three essays on money 
and the coinage. In the year 1689 appeared the first of 
three Letters on Tolerance, followed, in 1693, by Some 
Thoughts on Education, and, in 1695, by The Reasonableness 
of Christianity as delivered in the Scriptures^ The collected 
works appeared for the first time in 1714, and in nine 
volumes in 1853; the philosq>hical works (edited by St, 
John) are given in Bohn’s Standard Library (1867-68) * 

•Lord King and Fox Bourne have written on Locke*s life, 1829 
and 1876. A comparison of Locke's theory of knowledge with 
Leibnitz’s critique was published by Piaitenstein in 1865, and one by 
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(a) Theory of Knowledge.—Locke’s theory of knowl¬ 
edge is controlled by two tendencies, cni£ riaiiv,e, furnished by 
the Baconian empiricism, and the other C ontinental ; sup¬ 
plied by the Cartesian question concerning the origin of 
ideas. Bacon had demanded the closest connection with 
experience as the condition of fruitful inquiry. Locke 
si^orts this commendation of experience by a detailed 
description of the services which it renders to cognition, 
namely, by showing that, in simple ideas, perception supplies 
the material for complex ideas, and for all the cognitive 
•work of the understanding. Descartes had divided ideas, 
according to their origin, into three classes: those which 
are self-formed , those which come from without , and those 
which are innate (o. 92), and had called this third class the 
most valual)le. IvOcke disputes the existence of ideas in 
the understanding from birth, and makes it receive the 
elements of knowledge from the senses, that is, from with¬ 
out. He is a representative of sensationalism,—^not in the 
stricter sense, first put into the term by those wdio subse¬ 
quently continued his endeavors, that thought arises from 
perception, that it is transformed sensation—but in the 
wider sense, that thought is (free) operation with ideas, 
which are neither created by it nor present in it from the 
first, but given to it by perception, that, consequently, the 
cognitive process begins with sensation and so its first 
^ttitude is a passive one. From the standpoint of the 
Cartesian problem, wdiich he solves in a sense opposite to 
Descartes, Locke supplements the empiricism of Bacon by 
basing it on a psychologically developed theory o f knowl - 
That in the course of the inquiry he introduces a 
new principle, which causes him to diverge from the true 
empirical path, will appear in the sequel. 

The question ** How our ideas c o me in to the mind” re- 
ceives a negative answer (in the first book of the lissay) : 

Von Benoit (prize dissertation) in 1869, and an exposition of his 
theory of substance by Dc Fries in 1879. Victor Cousin’s Philosophic 
de Locke has passed through six editions. [Among more recent 
English discussions reference may be made to Green’s Introduction to 
Hume’s Treatise on Human Nature, 1874 (new cd. 1890), which is 
a valuable critique of the line of development, Locke, Berkeley, Hume ; 
Fowler’s Locke, in the English Men of Letters, 1880 ; and Fraser’s 
Locke, in Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics, 1890 .—^Tr.] 
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'‘TherjB„5Li:.e lUl iunate principles in the niinC* The doc¬ 
trine of the innate character of certain principle is based 
on their universal acceptance. Tlie asserted agreement of 
mankind in regard to the laws of thoiijght, the principles 
of morality, the existence of God, etc., is neither cogent as 
an argument nor correct in fact. In the first place, even if 
there were any principles which everyone assented to, this 
would not prove that they had been created in the soul; 
the fact of general consent would admit of a different expla¬ 
nation. Granted that no atheists existed, yet it would not 
necessarily follow that the universal conviction of the exist¬ 
ence of God is innate , for it might have been gradually 
reached in each case through the use of the reason—> 
might have been inferred, for instance, from the percq>- 
tion of the purposive character of the world, ^epn d, the 
fact to which this theory of innate i deas _appcals is not 
true. No moral rule can be cited which is respected by 
all nations. The idea of identity is entirely unknown to 
idiots and to children. If_the .laws of identity, and epn- 
tradictipn were innate they must appear in consciousness 
prior to all other truths; but long before a child is con¬ 
scious of the proposition ^Tt is impossible for the same 
thing to be and not to be,’’ it knows tlrnt sweet is not 
bitter, and that black is not white. The ideas first known 
are not general axioms and abstract concepts, but particular 
impressions of the senses. Would nature write so illegible 
a hand that the mind must wait a long time before becom¬ 
ing able to read what had been inscribed upon it? It i? 
often said, however, that innate ideas and principles may 
be obscured and, finally, completely extinguished by habit, 
education, and other extrinsic circumstances. Then, if they 

• According to Fox Bourne this first book was written after the 
others. Gcil {JJeber die Abhdngig\cit Locoes von Descartes, Strast- 
burg, 1887, chap, iii.) has endeavored to prove that, since the argu¬ 
ments controverted are wanting in Descartes, the attack was not 
aimed at Descartes and his school, but at native defenders of innate 
ideas, as Lord Herbert of Oherbury and the English Platonists (Cud- 
worth, More, Parker, Gale), That along with these the Cartesian 
doctrine was a second and chief object of attack is shown by Benno 
Erdmann in his discussion of the treatises by G. Gcil and R. Sommer 
{lj>c\es Vcrhdltnis zu Descartes, Berlin, 1887) in the Archiv fur 
Ceschichte der Philosophic, ii. pp. 99—121. 
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gradually became corrupted and disappear, they must at 
least be discoverable in full purity where these disturbing 
influences liave not yet acted; but it is especially vain to 
look for them in children and the ignorant. Perhaps, how¬ 
ever, these possess such principles unconsciously; perhaps 
they are imprinted on the understanding, without being 
attended to ? This would l^e a contradiction in terms. To 
be in the mind or the understanding simply means ‘‘to be 
understood*’ or to be known; no one can have an idea 
without being conscious of it. Finally^, if the attemipt be 
made to explain “originally in the mind” in so wide a sense 
that it would include all truths which man can ever attain 
or is capable of discovering by the right use of reason, this 
would make not only all mathematical principles, but all 
knowledge in general, all sciences, and all arts innate; 
there would be no ground even for the exclusion of wisdom 
and virtue. Therefore, either all ideas are innate or none 
are. This is a n in^pnrb^pt a1tom;^tivPL While Locke de¬ 
cides for the second half of the proposition, Leibnitz de¬ 
fends the first by a delicate application of the concept of 
unconscious representation and of implicit knowledge, which 
Ijis predecessor rejects out of hand. 

Locke’s positive answer to the question concerning the 
origin of ideas is given in his second book. Ideas are not 
present in the understanding from the beginning, nor are 
they originated by the understanding, but received through 
sensatjjDn. Thc _ understandi ng is a piece of whit e 
paper on which perception inscribes its ch aracters. All 
knowledge arises i n experience. This is of two kinds, 
derived either from the external senses or the i nternal 
sense . The perception of external objects is termed 
Sensation, that of internal phenomena (of the states of 
the mind itself) Reflectiqn . External and internal per-" 
ception are the only windows through which the light 
ideas p^etrates into the dark chamber of the under¬ 
stand^ The two are not opened simultaneously, how-“ 
^er, but one after the other; since the perceptions of 
the sensible qualities of bodies, unlike that of the oper¬ 
ations of the mind itself, do not require an effort of atten¬ 
tion, they are the earlier. The child receives ideas of sen- 
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sation before those of reflection; internal perception pre* 
supposes external perception. 

In this distinction between sensation and reflection, we 
may recognize an after-effect of the Cartesian dualism 
betwe^ matter and spirit.^ Tlie antithesis of substances 
has become a duality in the faculties of perception. But 
while Descartes had so far forth ascribed precedence to the 
mind, in that he held the self-certitude of the ego to be 
the highest and clearest of all truths and the soul to be 
better known tlian the body, in Locke the relation of the 
two was reversed, since he made the p^cqption of self 
dependent on the precedent perception of external objects. 
This antithesis was made still sharper in later thinking, 
when Condillac made full use of the priority of sensation, 
which in Locke had remained without much effect; wdiile 
Berkeley, on the other hand, reduced external perception 
to internal perception. 

All original ideas arc representations either of the exter¬ 
nal senses or of the internal sense, or of both. And since, 
in the case of ideas of sensation, there is a distinction be¬ 
tween those which are perceived by a single one of the 
external senses and those wdiich come from more than one, 
four classes of simple ideas result: (1) Those which come 
from one external sense, as colors, sounds, tastes, odors, 
heat, solidity, and the like. (2) Those which come from 
more than one external sen.se (sight and touch), as exten¬ 
sion, figure, and motion. (3) Reflection on the operations 
of our minds yields ideas of perception or thinking (with 
its various modes, remembrance, judging, knowledge, faith, 
etc.), and of volition or willing. (4) From both external 
and internal perception there come into the mind the ideas 
of pleasure and pain, existence, power, unity, and succes¬ 
sion. These arc approximately our original ideas, which 
are related to knowledge as the letters to wTitten discourse; 
as all Homer is composed out of only twenty-four letters, 
so these few simple ideas constitute all the material of 
knowledge. The mind can neither have more nor other 
simple ideas than those which are furnished to it by these 
two sources of experience. 

Locke dijfers from Descarfjfc again in regard to extear 
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sion and th ought. Extension does not constitute the 
essence of matter, nor thought the essence of mind. Exten¬ 
sion and body are not the same : the former is presupposed 
by the latter as its iieces sary conditio n, but it is the former 
alone which yields mathematical matter. The essence of 
physical matter consists rather in solidit y: where impene¬ 
trability is found there is body, and the converse; the two 
are absolutely inseparable. With space the case is different. 

I cannot conceive unextended matter, indeed, but I can 
easily conceive immaterial extension, an unfilled space. 
Further, if the essence of the soul consisted in thought, it 
must be always thinking. As the Cartesians maintained, it 
must have ideas as soon as it begins to be, which is man¬ 
ifestly contrary to experience. Thinking is merely an ag- ) 
tivity of the mind, as motion is an activity of the body, and \ 
not its essential characteristic. The -mind does not receive / 
ideas until external objects occasion perception in it through i 
impressions, which it is not able to avert. The understand- ^ 
ing may te compared to a mirror, which, without indc- \ 
pendent activity and without being consulted, takes up the J 
images of things. Some of the simple ideas which have 
been mentioned above represent the properties of things 
as they really are, others not. The former class includes 
all ideas of reflection (for we are ourselves the immediate 
object of the inner sense) ; but among the ideas of sensa¬ 
tion those only which come from different senses, hence 
-extension, motion and rest, number, figure, and, further, 
solidity, are to be accounted primary qualities, i.c., such as 
are actual copies of the properties of bodies. All other 
ideas, on the contrary, have no resemblance to properties 
of bodies; they rq^resent merely the ways in which things 
act, and are not copies of things, 'fhe ideas of secondary 
or derivative qualities (hard and soft, warm and cold, colors 
and sounds, tastes and odors) are in the last analysis caused 
—^as arc the primary—^by motion, but not perceived as such. 
Yellow and warm are merely sensations in us, which we erro¬ 
neously ascribe to objects; with equal right we might ascribe 
to lire, as qualities inherent in it, the changes in form and 
color which it produces in wax and the pain which it causes, 
in the finger brought into profimity with it. 'Hie warmth 
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and the brightness of the blaze, the redness, the pleasant 
taste, and the aromatic odor of the stra-vvlKjrry, exist in these 
bodies merely as the power to produce such sensations in us 
by stimulation of the skin, the eye, the palate, and the nose. 
If we remove the perceptions of them, they disappear as 
such, and their causes alone remain—the bulk, figure, num¬ 
ber, texture, and motion of the insensible particles. The 
ground of the illusion lies in the fact that such qualities as 
color, etc., ibear no resemblance to their causes, in no wise 
point to these, and in themselves contain naught of bulk, 
density, figure, and motion, and that our senses are too 
weak to discover the material particles and their primary 
qualities.—^The distinction between qualities of the first 
and second order—first advanced by the ancient atomists, 
revived by Galileo and Descartes on the threshold of the 
modern period, retained by Locke, and still customary 
in the natural science of the day—forms an important 
link in the transition from the popular view of all sense- 
qualities as properties of things in themselves to Kant’s 
position, that spatial and temporal qualities also belong to* 
I)henomena alone, and are based merely on man’s subjective 
mode of apprehension, while the real properties of things 
in themselves are unknow^able. 

Thus far the procedure of the understanding has been 
purely passive. But besides the capacity for passively 
receiving simple ideas, it possesses the further power of vari¬ 
ously combining and extending these original ideas which 
have come into it from without, of working over the material 
given in sensation by the combination, relation, and separa¬ 
tion of its various elements. In this it is active, but not 
creative. It is not able to form new simple ideas (and just 
as little to destroy such as already exist), but only freely to 
combine the elements furnished without its assistance by 
perception (or, following the figure mentioned above, to 
com]>ine into syllables and words the separate letters of 
sensation). Complex ideas arise from simple ideas through 
vqluntary combination of tlie latter. 

/ Perception is the first step toward knowledge. After 
perception the most indispensable faculty is rete ntion^ the 
prolonged consciousness of present ideas and the revival of 
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those which have disappeared, or, as it were, have been put 
aside. For an idea to be “in the memory” means tliat the 
mind has the capacity to reproduce it at will, whereupon 
it recognizes it as previously experienced. If our ideas are 
not freshened up from time to time by new impressions of 
the same sort they gradually fade out, until finally (as the 
idea of color in one l)ecome blind in early life) they com¬ 
pletely disappear. Ideas impressed upon the mind by 
frequent repetition are rarely entirely lost. Memory is the 
basis for the intellectual functions of discernment and com¬ 
parison, of composition, abstraction, and naming. Since, 
amid the innumerable multitude of ideas, it is not possible 
to assign to each one a definite sign, the indispensable con¬ 
dition of language is found in the power of abstraction, that 
is, in the power of generalizing ideas, of compounding many 
ideas into one, and of indicating by the names of the gen¬ 
eral ideas, or of the classes and s|>ecies, the i>articular ideas 
also which arc contained under these. Here is the great 
distinction betwx*en man and the brute. The brute lacks 
language because he lacks (not all understanding whatever, 
e,g., not a capacity, though an imperfect one, of compari¬ 
son and composition, but) the faculty of abstraction and of 
forming general ideas. The object of language is simply 
the quick and easy communication of our thoughts to 
others, not to give expression to the real essence of objects. 
Words are not names for particular things, but signs ot 
general ideas; and ahsfracta nothing more than an artifice 
for facilitating intellectual intercourse. This abbreviation, 
which aids in the exchange of ideas, involves the danger that 
the creations of the mind denoted by words will be taken 
for images of real general essences, of which, in fact, there 
are none in existence, but only particular things. In order 
to prevent anyone to whom I am speaking from understand¬ 
ing my words in a different sense from the one intended, it 
is necessary for me to define the complex ideas by analyzing 
them into their elements, and, on the other hand, to give 
examples in experience of the simple ideas, which do not 
admit of definition, or to explain them by synonyms. 
Thus much from Locke's philosophy of language, to w^hich 
he devotes the third book of the JSssay. 

11 
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Complex ideas, which are very numerous, may l>c 
divided into three classes; Modes, Substances, and Rela- 
^ons. 

/ Modes (states, conditions) are such combinations of simple 
ideas which do not “contain in them the sU'Pi)Osition of 
subsisting by themselves, but are considered as depend¬ 
encies on, or affections of substances/' They fall into two 
classes according as they are composed of the same simple 
ideas, or simple ideas of various kinds; the former are called 
simple, the latter mixed, modes. Under the former class 
belong, for example, a dozen or a score, the idea of which 
is composed of simple units; under the latter, running, 
fighting, obstinacy, printing, theft, parricide. The forma¬ 
tion of mixed modes is greatly influenced by national cus¬ 
toms. Very complicated transactions (sacrilege, triumph, 
ostracism), if often considered and discussed, receive for 
the sake of brevity comprehensive names, which cannot be 
rendered by a single ex])ression in the language of other 
nations among whom the custom in question is not found. 
The elements most frequently employed in the formation 
of mixed modes are ideas of the two fundamental activi¬ 
ties, thinking and motion, together with power, which is 
their source, l^ocke discusses simple modes in more detail, 
especially those derived from the ideas of space, time, 
unity, and power. Modifications of space are distance, 
figure, place, length; since any length or measure of s^)ace 
can be repeated to infinity, we reach the idea of immensity. 
As modes of time are enumerated succession (which we per¬ 
ceive and measure only by the flow of our ideas), duration, 
and lengths or measures of duration, the endless repetition 
of which yields the idea of eternity. From unity are devel¬ 
oped the modes of numbers, and from the unlimitedness of 
these the idea of infinity. No idea, however, is richer in 
modes than the idea of power. A distinction must be made 
between active power and ;passive power, or mere recep¬ 
tivity. While bodies are not capable of originating niotion, 
but only of communicating motion received, we notice in 
ourselves, as spiritual beings, the capacity of originating 
actions and motions. The body possesses only the passive 
power of being moved, the mind the active power of pro- 
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duciiig motion. This latter is termed “ will.” Here Locke 
discusses at length the freedom of the will but not with 
entire clearness and freedom from contradictions (cf. 
below, 1 ). 177). 

Mode s are conditions which do not subsist of themselves, 
but have need of a basis or support; they are not conceiv¬ 
able iipart from a thing whose properties or states they are. 
We notice that certain qualities always appear together, 
and habitually refer them to a fflbstratum as the ground of 
their unity, in which they subsist or from which they pro¬ 
ceed. Substance denotes this self-existent ‘Sye know not 
what, ” which has or bears the attributes in itself, and which 
arouses the ideas of them in us. It is the combination of 
a riiimiber of simple ideas whicli are i)resumed to belong to 
one thing. From the ideas of sensation the understanding 
comj:)Oses the idea of body, and from the ideas of reflection 
that of mind. Each of these is just as clear and just as 
uhscure as the other; of each we know only its effects 
aiifl its sensuous properties; its essence is for us enbirelj^ 
unknowable. Instead of the customary names, material 
:ind immalerial substances, Locke recommends cogitative 
and incogitative substances, since it is not inconceivable 
that the Creator may have endowed some material beings 
with the cajxicity of thought. God,—the idea of whom is 
attained by uniting the ideas of existence, power, might, 
knowledge, and happiness with that of infinity,—is abso¬ 
lutely immaterial, because not passive, while finite spirits 
(which are both active and passive) are perhaps only bodies 
which possess the power of thinking.^^*^ 

While the ideas of substance s are referred to a reality 
without the mincf as their archetype, to which they are to 
conform and which they should image and represent, Rela¬ 
tions (c.g., husband, greater) are free and immanent prod¬ 
ucts of the understanding. They are not copies of real 
things, but represent themselves alone, are their own arche¬ 
types, We do not ask whether they agree with things, but, 
conversely, whether things agree with them (Book iv. 4, 5). 
The mind reaches an idea of relation by placing two things 
side by side and comparing them. If it perceives that a 
thing, or a quality, or an idea begins to exist through the 
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operation of some other thing, it derives from this the idea 
of the causal relation, which is the most comprehensive of 
all relations, since all that is actual or possible can he 
brought under it. Cause is that which makes another 
thing to begin to be f c^ect, that which had its beginning 
from some other thing. The production of a new quality 
is termed alteration; of artificial things, making; of a liv¬ 
ing being, generation; of a new particle of matter, creation. 
Next in importance is the relation of identity and diver/dy. 
Since it is impossible for a thing to be in two different 
places at the same time and for two things to be at the 
same time in the same place, evervthing that at a given 
instant is in a given place is identical with itself, and, on 
the other hand, distinct from everythinig else (no matter 
how great the resemblance between them) that at the same 
moment exists in another place. Space and time therefore 
form the pnneipium indknduationis. By what marks, how¬ 
ever, may we recognize the identity of an individual at 
different times and in different places? The identity of 
inorganic matter depends on the continuity of the mass of 
atoms which compose it; that of living beings upon the 
permanent organization (jf their [arts (different bodies are 
united into one animal by a common life); personal iden¬ 
tity consists ill the unity of self-consciousness, not in the 
continuity of bodily existence (which is at once excluded 
by the change of matter). The identity of the person or 
the ego must be carefully distinguished from that of 
substance and of man. It would not be impossible for 
the person to remain the same in a change of substances, 
in so far as the different beings (for instance, the souls 
of Epicurus and Gassendi) participated in the same self- 
consciousness; and, conversely, for a spirit to appear in 
two persons by losing the consciousness of its previous 
existence. Consciousness is the sole condition of the self, 
or personal identity.—The determinations of space and 
time are for the most part relations. Our answers to the 
questions “When?” “How long:” “How large?” denote 
the distance of one point of time from another (^-( 7 ., the 
birth of Christ), the relation of one duration to another (of 
a revolution of the sun), the relation of one extension 
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: another well-known one taken as a standard. Many appar¬ 
ently positive ideas and words, as yoiinjr and old, large and 
small, weak and strong, are in fact relative. They imply 
merely the relation of a given duration of life, of a given 
size and strength, to that which has ])ecn adopted as a 
standard for the class of things in question. A man of 
twenty is called young, but a horse of like age, old; and 
neither of these mciisures of time ay>plies to stars or dia-- 
monds. Moral relations, which are leased on a comparison 
of man’s vcduntary actions with one of the three moral laws, 
will be discussed below. 

The inpuiry now turns from the origin of ideas to their 
cognitive value or their validity, beginning (in the conclude 
ing chapters of the second book) with the accuracy of 
single ideas, and advancing (in Book iv., which is tlie most 
important in the whole work) to the truth of judgments. 
An idea is real when it conforms to its archetype, whether 
this is a thiing, real or possible, or an idea of some other 
thing; it is adequate when the conformity is complete. The 
idea of a four-sided triangle or of lirave cowardice is unreal 
or fantastical, since it is composed of incomjxitible elements, 
and the idea of a centaur, since it unites sim])le ideas in a 
way in which they do not occur in nature. The layman's 
ideas of law (')r of chemical substances are real, but inade- 
. quate, since they have a general resemblance to those of 
experts, and a basis in reality, but yet only imperfectly 
represent their archetypes. Nay, further, our ideas of 
substances are all inadequate, not only when they are taken 
for representations of the inner essences of things (since we 
do not know these essences), but also when they are con¬ 
sidered merely as collections of qualities. The copy never 
includes all the qualities of the thing, the less so since the 
majority of these are powers, i.c., consist in relations to 
other objects, and since it is impossible, even in the case of 
a single body, to discover all the charges wdiich it is fitted 
to imj>art to, or to receive from, other substances. Ideas of 
modes and relations are all adequate, for they are their own 
archetypes, are not intended to represent anything other 
•than themselves, are images without originals. An idea of 
rtliis kind, however, though perfect when originally formed, 
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may become imperfect through the use of language, when 
is unsuccessfully intended to agiree with the idea of some 
other person and denominated by a current tenn. In the 
case of mixed modes and their names, therefore, the com¬ 
patibility of their elements and the possible existence of 
their objects are not enough to secure their reality and their 
complete adequacy; in order to be adequate they must, 
further, exactly conform to the meaning connected with 
their names by their author, or in common use. Simple 
ideas are best off, according to I^ocke, in regard both to 
reality and to adequacy. For the tnost part, it is true, they 
are not accurate copies of the real qualities, of things, but 
only the regular effects of the powers of thnigs. But 
although real qualities are thus only the causes and not 
the patterns of sensations, still simple ideas, by their con¬ 
stant correspondence with real qualities, sufficiently fulfill 
their divinely ordained end, to serve us as instruments of 
knowledge, in the discrimination of things.—An unreal 
and inadequate idea becomes false only wdien it is referred 
to an object, whether this be the existence of a thing, or its 
true essence, or an idea of other things. Truth and errot 
belong always to affirmations or negations, that is, to (it 
may he, tacit) propositions. Ideas uncombined, unrelated, 
apart from judgments, ideas, that is, as mere phenomena 
in the mind, are neither true nor false. 

Knowledge is defined as the “perception of the con¬ 
nexion and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy '* 
of two ideas: tnith, as “the right joining or separating of 
signs, i.e., ideas or w^ords.” The object of knowledge is- 
neither single ideas nor the relations of ideas to things, but 
the relations of ideas among themselves. This view was at 
once paradoxical and pregnant. If all cognition, as Locke* 
suggests in objection to his own theory, consists in perceiv¬ 
ing the agreement or disagreement of our ideas, are not the 
visions of the enthusiast and the reasonings of sober thinkers' 
alike certain? are not the propositions, A fairy is not a 
centaur, and a centaur is a living being, just as true as that a ’ 
circle is not a triangle, and that the sum of the angles of 
a triangle is equal to two right angles? The mind di rectly^ 
perceives nothing but its own id^s, but jt_seA 
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is possibe it can only be indirect 
knowledge—^the mind knows things through its ideas, and 
possesses criteria which show tliat its ideas agree with 
things. 

Two cases must be clearly distinguished, for a consider¬ 
able number of our ideas, viz., all complex id eas except 
those of substances, make no claim to represent things, and 
consequently cannot represent them falsely. For mathe¬ 
matical and moral ideas and principles, and the truth 
thereof, it is entirely immaterial w^hether things and condi¬ 
tions c(jrresi])ondent to them exist in nature or not. They 
are valid, even if nowhere actualized; they are “eternal 
truths/* not in the sense that they are known from child¬ 
hood, but in the sense that, as soon as known, they are 
immediately assented to.* The case is different, however, 
with simple ideas and the ideas of substances, which have 
their originals without the mind and which are to corre¬ 
spond with these. In regard to the former w^e may always 
be certain that they agree wdUi real things, for since the 
mind am neither voluntarily originate them (e,g., cannot 
produce sensations of color in the dark) nor avoid having 
them at will, but only receive them from without, they are 
not creatures of the fancy, but the natural and regular pro¬ 
ductions of external things affecting us. In regard to the 
latter, the ideas of substances, we may be certain at least 
when the simple ideas which compose them have been 
found so connected in experience. Perception has an 
external cause, whose influence the mind is not able to 
withstand. The mutual corroboration furnished by the 
reports of the different senses, the painfulness of certain 
sensations, the clear distinction between ideas from actual 

• Thus it results that knowledge, although dependent on experience 
for all its materials, extends beyond experience. The understanding 
is completely bound in the reception of simple ideas ; less so in tlie 
combination of these into complex ideas ; absolutely free in the act 
of comparison, which it can omit at will ; finally, again, completely 
bound in its recognition of the relation in which the ideas it has 
chosen to compare stand to one another. There is room for choice 
only in the inicrmcdiate stage of the cognitive process ; at the begin¬ 
ning (in the reception of the simple ideas of perception, a, b, c, d), 
and at the end (in judging how the concepts a b c and a b d stand 
related to each other), the understanding is completely determined. 
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perception and those from memory, the possibility of pro- 
duciiii^ and predicting new sensations of an entirely definite 
nature in ourselves and in others, by means of changes 
which we effect in the external world {e.g,, by wTiting 
down a w^ord)—these give further justification for the trust 
which we put in the senses. No one will be so skeptical 
as to doubt in earnest the existence of the things wdiich he 
sees and touches, and to declare his whole life to be a 
deceptive dream. The certitude W’hich perception affords 
concerning the existence of external objects is indeed not 
an absolute one, but it is sufficient for the needs of life and 
the government of our actions; it is “as certain as our 
happiness or misery, beyond w’hich w e have no concernment, 
either of knowing or being.’* In regard to the jxist the 
testimony of the senses is supfdemented by memory, in 
W’hich certainty [in regard to the continued existence of 
things previously perceived] is transformed into high prob¬ 
ability; while in regard to the existence of other finite 
spirits, numberless kinds of which may be conjectured to 
exist, though their existence is quite beyond our powers 
of perception, certitude sinks into mere (though well- 
grounded) faith. 

More certain than our sensitive knowledge of the exist¬ 
ence of external objects, arc our immediate or intuitive 
knowledge of our own existence and our mediate or demon¬ 
strative knowledge of the existence of God. Kvery idea 
that we have, every pain, every thought assures us of our 
ow’n existence. The existence of God, however, as the 
infinite cause of all reality, endowed with intelligence, will, 
and supreme power, is inferred from the existence and con¬ 
stitution of the world and of ourselves.Reality exists; the 
real world is composed of matter in motion and thinking 
beings, and is harmoniously ordered!) Since it is im])Ossible 
for any real being to be produced by nothing, and since we 
obtain no satisfactory answer to the question of origin 
until we rise to something existent from all eternity, w'e 
must assume as the cause of that w^hich exists an BIternal 
Being, which possesses in a higher degree all the perfec¬ 
tions which it has bestowed upon the creatures. As the 
cause of matter and motion, and as the source of all power. 
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this Being must l3e omnipotent; as the cause of beauty 
.and order in the world, and, above all, as the creator of 
thinking beings, it must ])e omniscient. Jhit these per¬ 
fections are those which we combine in the idea of (lOd. 

Ir^iitive kn owledge is the highest of the three degrees 
of knowledge. It is gained when the mind perceives the 
agreement or disagreement of two ideas at first sight, with¬ 
out hesitation, and without the intervention of any third 
idea. This immediate knowledge is self-evident, irresistible, 
and exposed to no doubt. Knowledge is demonstrative 
when the mind perceives the agreement (or disagreement) 
of two ideas, not by placing them side l)y side and com¬ 
paring them, but through the aid of other ideas. The 
intermediate links are called proofs; their discovery is the 
work of the reason, and quickness in finding them out is 
termed sagacity. "Jdie greater the number of the interme¬ 
diate steps, the more ihe clearness and distinctness of the 
knowledge decreases, and the more the possibility of error 
increases. In order for an argument ( c,g,, that a = d) to be 
conclusive, every particular step in it (a b, >b = c, c = d) 
must possess intuitive certainty. Mthematics is not the 
only example of demonstrative knowledge, but the moso 
perfect one, since in mathematics, by the aid of visible 
symbols, the full equality and the least differences among 
ideas may be exactly measured and sharply detennined. 

Besides real existence Bocke. unsystematically enough, 
enumerates three other sorts of agreement between ideas,— 
in the perception of which he makes knowledge consist, 
viz., identity or diversity (blue is not yellow), relation 
(when equals are added to equals the results are equal), 
and co-existence or necessary connexion (gold is fixed). W's 
are best off in regard to the knowledge of the first of these, 
‘‘identity or diversity,’^ for here our intuition extends as 
far as our ideas, since we recognize every idea, as soon as 
it arises, as identical with itself and dilTerent from others. 
We are worst off in regard to “necessary connexion.’' We 
know something, indeed, concerning the incompatibility or 
coexistence of certain properties {c.g., that the same ob¬ 
ject cannot have two different sizes or colors at the same 
time; that figure cannot exist apart from extension) : but it 
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is only in regard to a few qualities and powers of bodies 
that we are able to discover dependence and necessary 
connexion by intuitive or demonstrative thoiig'ht, while in 
most cases we are dependent on experience, which gives us 
information concerning particular cases only, and affords 
no guarantee that things are the same beyond the 5 jphere of 
our (>bser\^ation and experiment. Since empirical inquiry 
furnishes no certain and universal knowledge, and since the 
assumption that like bodies wdll in the same circumstances 
have like effects is only a conjecture from analogy, natural 
science in the strict sense does not exist. Both mathe¬ 
matics and ethics, however, belong in the sphere of the 
demonstrative knowdedge of relations. The ])rinciples of 
ethics are as capable of exact demonstration as those ()f 
arithmetic and geometry, although their underlying ideas 
are more complex, more involved, hence more exposed to 
misunderstanding, and lacking in visible symbols; though 
these defects can, and should, in part be made good by 
careful and strictly consistent definitions. Such moral 
principles as ‘‘where there is no property there is no injus¬ 
tice,*’ or “ no government allows absolute liberty,” are as 
certain as any proposition in Euclid. 

The advantage of the mathematical and moral sciences 
over the physical sciences consists in the fact that, in the 
former, the real and nominal essences of their objects coin¬ 
cide, while in the latter they do not ; and, further, that the 
real essences of substances are beyond our knowledge. 
The true inner constitution of bodies, the root whence all 
their qualities, and the coexistence of these, necessarily 
proceed, is completely unknown to us ; so that we are unable 
to deduce them from it. Mathematical and moral ideas, on 
the other liand, and their relations, are entirely accessible, 
for they are the products of our own voluntary operations. 
They are not copied from things, but are archetypal for 
reality and need no confirmation from experience. The 
connexion constituted by our understanding between the 
ideas crime and punishment {e,g., the proposition: crime 
deserves punishment) is valid, even though no crime had 
ever been committed, and none ever punished. Existence 
is not at all involved in universal propositions ; “ general- 
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knowledge lies only in our own thoui^lits, and consists 
barely in the contemplation of our own abstract ideas'' 
and their relations. The truths of mathematics and ethics 
are both universal and certain, while in natural science 
single obser\’ations and experiments are certain, but 
not general, and general propositions are only more or 
less probable. Both the particular experiments and the 
general conclusions are of great value under certain circum¬ 
stances, but they do not meet (be requirements of compre¬ 
hensive and certain knowledge. 

The extent of our knowledge is very limited—much less, 
in fact, than that of our ignorance. For our knowledge 
reaches no further than our ideas, and the possibility of 
perceiving their agreements. Many things exist of whiclr 
we have no ideas—chiefly because of the fewness of our 
senses and their lack of acuteness—and just as many of 
which our ideas are only imperfect. Moreover, we are often 
able neither to command the ideas wdiich wc really possess, 
or at least might attain, nor to perceive their connexions. 
The ideas which are lacking, those which are undiscover- 
able, those which are not combined, are the causes of tlie 
narrow limits of human knowledge. 

There are tw^o ways by wdiich knowledge may be ex¬ 
tended : bv experience, on the one hand, and, on the other, 
bjr the elevation of our ideas to a state of clearness and 
distinctness, together with the discovery and systematic 
arrangement of those intermediate ideas which exhibit the 
relation of other ideas, in themselves not immediately com¬ 
parable. The syllogism, as an artificial form, is of little 
value in the perception of the agreements between these 
intermediate and final terms, and of none whatever in the 
discovery of the fonner. Analytical and identical proposi¬ 
tions which merely explicate the coneq^tion of the subject, 
but express nothing not already known, are, in spite of 
their indefeasible certitude, valueless for the extension of 
knowledge, and when taken for more than verbal expla¬ 
nations, mere absurdities. Even those most general prop¬ 
ositions, those “ principles ” which are so much talked of 
in the schools, lack the utility which is so commonly 
ascribed to them. Maxims are, it is true, fit instruments 
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for the coniniiniication of knowledge already acquired, 
and in learned disputations may perform indisj)ensable 
service in silencing opponents, or in bringing the dispute 
to a conclusion; but they care of little or no use in the 
discovery of new truth. It is a mistake to believe tliat 
special cases (as 5 = 2 + 3, or 5=1+4) are dependent 
on the truth of the abstract rule (the whole is equal to the 
sum of its ]xirts), that they are confirmed by it and must be 
derived from it. The particular and concrete is not only 
as clear and certain as the general maxim, hut better 
known than this, as well as earlier and more easily per¬ 
ceived. Nay, further, in cases where ideas are confused 
and the meanings of words doubtful, the use of axioms is 
dangerous, since they may easily lend the ap|>earance of 
proved truth to assertions which are really contradictory. 
f Between the clear daylight of certain knowledge and the 
clark night of absolute ignorance comes the twilight of 
probability.^ We find ourselves dependent on opinion and 
presumption, or judgment based ujxin probability, when 
experience mid demonstration leave us in the lurch and we 
arc, nevertheless, challenged to a decision by vital needs 
which brook no delay. The judge and the historian must 
convince themselves from the rejHirts of witnesses concern¬ 
ing events wdiich they have not themselves observed; and 
everyone is compelled by the interests of life, of duty, and 
of eternal salvation to form conclusions concerning things 
w'hich lie lieyond the limits of his own perce^ition and reflect¬ 
ive thought, nay, wdiich transcend all human experience 
and rigorous demonstration whatever. To delay decision 
and action until absolute certainty had been attained, would 
scarcely allow^ us to lift a single finger. In cases concerning 
events in the past, the future, or at a distance, wc rely oh 
the testimony of others (testing their reports by considering 
their credibility as witnesses and the conformity of tlic 
evidence to general experience in like cases) ; in regard to 
questions concerning that which is absolutely beyond ex- 
yjerience, e,g., higher orders of spirits, or the ultimate causes 
of natural phenomena, analogy is the only help we have. 
If the witnesses conflict among themselves, or with the 
usual course of nature, the grounds pro and con must be 
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carefully balanced; frequently, however, the degree of prob¬ 
ability attained is so great that our assent is almost equiva¬ 
lent to complete certainty. No one doubts,—although it 
is impossi'bje for him to “ know,*’—that Oesar conquered 
Pompey, that gold is ductile in Australia as elsewhere, that 
iron will sink to-morrow as well as to-day. Thus opinion 
suipplements the lack of certain knowledge, and serves as a 
guide for belief and action, wherever the general lot of man¬ 
kind or individual circumstances prevent absolute certitude. 

Altliough in this twilight region of opinion demonstra¬ 
tive proofs are replaced merely ])y an “ occasion ” for “ tak¬ 
ing ” a given fact or idea “ as true rather than false,” yet 
assent is by no means an act of choice, as the Cartesians 
had erroneously maintained, for in knowledge it is deter¬ 
mined by clearly discerned reasons, and in the sphere of 
opinion, by the balance of probability. The understanding 
is free only in combining ideas, not in its judgment con¬ 
cerning the agreement or the repugnancy of the ideas com¬ 
pared; it lies within its own power to decide whether it 
will judge at all, and what ideas it will comi[)are, but it has 
no control over the result of the comparison; it is impossil)le 
for it to refuse its assent to a demonstrated truth or a pre¬ 
ponderant prolxibility. 

In this recognition of objective and universally valid 
relations existing among ideas, which the thinking subject, 
through comparisons voluntarily instituted, discovers valid 
or finds given, but which it can neither alter nor demur to, 
Locke abandons empirical ground (cf. p. 155) and approaches 
the idealists of the Platonizing type. His inquiry divides 
into two very dissimilar i>arts (a psychological descrip¬ 
tion of the origin of ideas and a logical determination of 
the possibility and the extent of knowledge), the latter 
of which is, in Locke’s opinion, compatible with the 
former, but which could never have been developed from 
it. The rationalistic edifice contradicts the sensationalistic 
foundation. Locke had hoped to show the value and the 
limits of knowledge by an inquiry into the origin of ideas, 
but his estimate of this value and these limits cannot be 
proved from the a posteriori origin of ideas—it can only be 
maintained in despite of this, and stands in need of sup- 
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}K)rt from some ( rationalistic) principle elsewhere obtained. 
'Thinkers who trace back all single ideas to outer and 
inner perception we expect to reject every attempt to 
extend knowledge beyond the sphere of experience, to 
declare the combinations of ideas which have their origin 
in sensation trustworthy, and those which are formed with¬ 
out regard to perception, illusory; or else, with Protagoras, 
to limit knowledge to the individual perceiving subject, 
with a consequent ccmiplete denial of its general validity. 
But exactly the opj)osite of all these is found in IvOcke. The 
remarkable speckiclc is ])resented of a philosopher who 
admits no other sources of ideas than perception and the vol¬ 
untary combination of {perceptions, transcending the limits 
. of experience with proofs of the divine existence, viewing 
with suspicion the ideas of substance formed at the instance 
of experience, and reducing natural science to the sphere 
of mere opinion; while, on the other hand, he ascribes real¬ 
ity and eternal validity to the combinations of ideas formed 
independently of percejption, which are employed by matli- 
ematics and ethics, and completely abandons the individu¬ 
alistic position in Iiis naive faith in the impregnable 
validity of tlie relations of ideas, which is evident to all 
who turn their attention to them. The ground for the 
luiiversal validity of the relations among ideas as well as of 
our knowledge of them, naturally lies not in their empir¬ 
ical origin (for my experience gives information to me alone, 
and that only concerning the particular case in question), 
but in the uniformity of man’s rational constitution. If 
two men really have the same ideas—not merely think 
they have because they use similar language—it is impossi¬ 
ble, according to Locke, that they should hold different 
opinions concerning the relation of their ideas. With this 
conviction, that the universal validity of knowledge is 
rooted in the uniformity of man’s rational constitution, and 
the further one, that we attain certain knowledge only 
when things conform to our ideas, Locke closely approaches 
Kant; while his assumption of a fixed order of relations 
among ideas, which the individual understanding can¬ 
not refuse to recognize, and the typical character assigned 
to mathematics, associate him with Malebranche and 
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Spinoza. In view of these j^oints of contact with the 
rationalistic school and his manifold dependence on its 
founder, we may venture the paradox, that Locke may not 
<jnly 'be termed a Baconian with Cartesian leanings, but 
(almost) a Cartesian influenced by Bacon. The possibility 
must not be forgotten, however, that rationalistic sugges¬ 
tions came to him also from Galileo, Ho'bbes, and New ton.* 
Intermediate betw^een knowledge and ppiiiion stands 
faith as a form of assent which is based on testimony rather 
than on deductions of the reason, but whose certitude is 
not inferior to that of knowledge, since it is a communica¬ 
tion from God, w'ho can neither deceive nor be deceived, 
l^aith and the certainty thereof depend on reason, in so far 
as reason alone can determine whether a divine revelation 
has really been made and the meaning of the words in 
which the revelation has come down to us. In determin¬ 
ing the boundaries of faith and reason Locke makes use of 
the distinction—w-hich has become famous—])etween things 
above reason, according to reason, and contrary to reason. 
Our conviction that God exists is according to reason; 
the belief that there are more gods than one, or that a 
body can be in tw^o different places at the same time, con¬ 
trary to reason; the former is a truth which can be dem¬ 
onstrated on rational grounds, the latter an assumption 
incompatible with our clear and distinct ideas. In the one- 
case revelation confirms a .proposition of which we were 
already certain; in the other an alleged revelation is in¬ 
capable of depriving our certain knowledge of its force. 
/\bove reason are those principles whose probability and 
truth cannot be showui by the natural use of our faculties, 
as that the dead shall rise again and the account of the fall 
of part of the angels. Among the things which are not 
contrary to reason belong miracles, for they contradict 
opinion based on the usual course of nature, it is true, but 
not our certain knowledge; in spite of their supernatural 
character they deserve willing acceptance, and receive it, 
when they are well attested, whereas principles contrary to 
reason must be unconditionally rejected as a revelation 
from God. Locke’s demand for the subjection of faith to 
• Cf. the article by Benno Erdmann cited p. 156, note. 
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rational criticism assures bini an honorable place in the 
history of English deism. He enriched the philosophy of 
religion by two treatises of his own: The Reasonableness of 
Christianity, 1695, and three Letters on Tolerance, 1689— 
1692. The former transfers the center of gravity of the 
Christian religion from history to the doctrine of redemption; 
the Letters demand religious freedom, mutual tolerance 
among the different sects, and the separation of Church and 
State. I'hose sects alone are to receive no tolerance which 
themselves exercise none, and which endanger the well¬ 
being of society; together with atheists, who arc incapable 
of taking oaths. In other respects it is the duty of the 
state to protect all confessions and to favor none. 

(b) Practical Philosophy. —Locke contributed to practi¬ 
cal philosophy important suggestions concerning freedom, 
morality, politics, and education. Freedom is the power 
to begin or forbear, continue or put an end to actions 
(thoughts and motions). Tt is not destroyed by the fact 
that the will is always moved by desire, more exactly, by 
uneasiness under present circumsUinces, and that the deci¬ 
sion is determined by the judgment of the understanding. 
Although the result of examination is itself dependent on 
the unalterable relations of ideas, it is still in our power to 
decide whether we will consider at all, and what ideas we 
wall take into consideration. Not the thought, not the deter¬ 
mination of the will, is free, but the person, the mind; tliis 
has the power to suspend the prosecution of desire, and by 
its judgment to determine the will, even in opposition to 
inclination. Four stages must, consequently, be distin¬ 
guished in the volitional process: desire or uneasiness; 
the deliberative combination of ideas; the judgment of the 
understanding; determination. Freedom has its place at 
the beginning of the second stage: it is open to me to 
decide whether to proceed at all to considenition and final 
judgment concerning a proposed action; thus to prevent 
desire from directly issuing in movements; and, according 
to the result of my examination, perhaps, to substitute 
for the iLct originally desired an opposite one. Witliout 
freedom, moral judgment and responsibility would be im¬ 
possible. The above appears to us to represent the essence 
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of Locke’s often vacillating discussion of freedom (JI. 21). 
i!)esire is directed to pleasure; the will obeys the under¬ 
standing, which is exalted above motives of pleasure 
and the passions. Everythinig is physically good which 
occasions and increases pleasure in us, which removes or 
diminishes pain, or contributes to the attainment of some 
other good and the avoidance of some other evil. Actions, 
on tlie contrary, are morally gocM when they conform to a 
rule by which they are judged. Whoever earnestly medi¬ 
tates on his welfare will prefer moral or rational good to 
sen.suous good, since the former alone vouchsafes true 
happiness. God has most intimately united virtue and 
general happiness, since he has made the preservation of 
hiunan society dependent on the exercise of virtue. 

The mark of a law for free beings is the fact that it appor¬ 
tions reward for o])edicnce and punishment for disobedience. 
The laws to which an action must conform in order to 
deserve the predicate “good” arc three in number (II. 
28) : by the divine law “ men judge whether their action.^ 
an* sins or duties ; by the civil law, “ wdiether they be 
criminal or innocent “ (deserving of punishment or not) ; by 
the law of opinion or reputation, “ whether they be virtues 
or vices.” The first of these laws threatens immorality witli 
future misery; the second, with legal punishments; tlie 
third, with the disapproval of our fellow-men. 

The third law, the law of opinion or reputation, called 
also philosophical, coincides on the whole, though not 
throughout, with the first, the divine law of nature, whicli 
is best expressed in Christianity, and wdiich is the true 
touchstone of the moral character of actions. While Locke, 
in his polemic against innate ideas, had emphasized the diver¬ 
sity of moral judgments among individuals and nations (as 
a result of which an action is condemned in one place and 
praised as virtuous in another), he here gives prominence to 
the fact of general agreement in essentials, since it is only 
natural tliat each should encourage by praise and esteem 
that which is to his advantage, while virtue evidently con¬ 
duces to the good of all who come into contact wath the 
virtuous. Amid the greatest diversity of moral judg¬ 
ments virtue and praise, vice and blame, go together, 

12 
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wliile in general thal is praised vvhicli is really praise¬ 
worthy—even the vicious man approves the right and con- 
<lenms that which is faulty, at least in others. Locke was 
the first to call atlention to general approval as an external 
mark of moral action, a hint wh i ch the S cottish, 
s u])se qucntly (exploited. The objection that he reduced 
morality to the level of the conventional is unjust, for the law 
of opinion and reputation did not mean for him the true 
princij.de of morality, but only that which controls the 
majority of mankind.—If anyone is inclined to doubt that 
commendation and disgrace are sufficient motives to action, 
he does not understand mankind ; there is hardly one in 
ten thousand insensible enough to endure in quiet the con¬ 
stant disapjjroval of society. Even if the lawbreaker hopes 
to escape punishment at the hands of the state, and puts 
out of mind the thought of future retribution, lie can never 
escape tlie disapproval of his misdeeds on the jiart of his 
fellows. In entire harmony with these views is Locke/s 
advice to educators, that they should early cultivate the 
love of esteem in their jmpils. 

Of the four principles of morals which Locke employs 
side by side, and in alternation, without detennining their 
exact relations—the reason, the wdll of God, ilie general good 
(and, deduced from this, the aj:)proval of (>ur fellow-men), 
self-love—the latter two possess only an accessory signifi¬ 
cance, while the fonner two co-operate in such a way that 
the one determines the content of the good and the other 
confirms it and gives it binding authority. The Christian 
religion does the reason a threefold service—it gives lier 
information concerning our duty, which she could have 
reached herself, indeed, without the help of revelation, Imt 
not with the same certitude and rapidity; it invests the 
good with tlie majesty of absolute obligation hy j>ruclaim- 
ing it as the command of God; it increases tlie motives to 
morality by its doctrines of immortality and future retribu¬ 
tion. Although Locke thus intimately joins virtue with 
earthly joy and eternal happiness, and although he finds 
in the expectation of heaven or hell a welcome support 
for the will in its conflict with the passions, we must 
remember that he values this regard for the results and 
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rewards of virtue only as a subsidiary motive, and does not 
listeeni it as in itself ethical: eternal happiness forms, as it 
were, the “ dowry” of virtue, whicli adds to its true value 
in the eyes of fools and the weak, though it constitutes 
neither its essence nor its basis. Virtue seems to the wise 
man beautiful and valuable enough even without this, ?.nd 
yet the coinincndations of philosophers gain for lier but 
few wooers. Tlie crowd is attracted to her only when it is 
made clear to it tliat virtue is the “ ])est policy.’’ 

In politics Troche is an opponent of ])oth forms of a!)SO- 
lutism, the despotic absolutism of I lobbes and the patri¬ 
archal absolutism of Filmcr (died 1617 ; his Palriarcha 
declared herediiary monarchy a divine institution), and a 
moderate exponent of the liberal tendencies of ^Tilton 
(160S—74) and Algernon Sidney fdied 16S3; Discourses 
concerning Government), The two Treatises on Civil Gov¬ 
ernment 1690, develop, the first negatively, the second jx)si- 
tivcly, the constitutional theory with direct reference to 
the political condition of lingland at the tinie. All men are 
])orn free and with like ca])acities and rights. Each is to 
preseiwe his own interests, without injuring those of others. 
'Phe riglit to he treated hy every man as a rational lieing 
holds even prior to the founding of the state; but then 
there is no authoritative power to decide conflicts. The 
-'jtate of nature is not in itself a state of war, but it would 
le^d to this, if each man should himself attempt to exercise 
t.he right of self-protection against injury. In order to pre- 
\'ent acts of violence there is needed a civil community, 
based on a free contract, to which each individual member 
shall transfer his freedom and power. Sul)mission to Uve 
authority of the state is a free act, aiul, by the contract 
made, natural rights are guarded, not destroyed: political 
freedom is obedience to self-imposed law, subordination to 
the common will expressing itself in the majority. 'Hie 
political power is neither tyrannical, for arbitrar}- rule is no 
better than the state of nature, nor paternal, for rulers and 
subjects are on an equality in the use of the reason, which 
is not the case with parents and children. The supreme 
2 X)wer is the legislative, intrusted by the community to its 
. chosen representatives—-the laws should aim at the general 
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good. Subordinate to the legislative power, and to be 
kept scjxirate from it, come the two executing powers, whicli 
are best united in a single hand (the king), viz., the exec¬ 
utive power (adiiiinistrative and judicial), which carries the 
laws into eiiect, and tlie federative power, which defends 
the community against external foes. Hie ruler is subject 
to the law. If the government, through violation of the 
law, has become unworthy of the power intrusted to it, and 
has forfeited it, sovereign authority reverts to the source 
whence it was derived, that is, to the people, 'f'hc people 
decides whether its rq>resentatives and the monarch haw 
deserved the confidence placed in them, and has the right t<J 
de]x:)se them, if they exceed their authority. .‘\s the sworr 
obedience (of the subjects) is to the law’ alone, the ruler 
wdio acts contrary to law has lost the right to govern, has put- 
himself in a state of hostility to the people, and revolution 
becomes merely necessary defense against aggression. 

Montesquieu made these political ideas of Locke the 
common property of Europe.* Rousseau did a like ser\'- 
ice for Locke's pedagogical views, given in the modest 
but important Thoughts conccrnifjg Education, 16^3. The 
aim of education should not be to instill anything into the 
pupil, but to develop everything from him; it should 
guide and not master him, should develop his capacities in 
a natural way, should rouse him to independence, not 
drill him into a scholar. In order to these ends thorough 
and affectionate consideration of his individuality is requi¬ 
site, and private instruction is, therefore, to be preferred to 
public instruction. vSince it is the business of education to 
make men useful members of society, it must not neglect 
their physical development. Learning through play and 
object teaching make the child’s task a delight; modern 
lani-jTiages are to be learned more by practice than by sys¬ 
tematic study. The chief difference between Locke and 
Rousseau is that the former sets great value on arousing 
the sense of esteem, while the latter entirely rejects this as 
an educational instrument. / 

• Cf. Theod. Pietsch, Ueber das Verhaltniss der politischen Tkeorien 
Lockes zu Montesquieus Lehre von der Teilung der Gewalten, Berlin* 
dissertation, Breslau, 1887. 
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ENGLISH PHILOSOPHY IN THE EIGHTEENTH 
CENTURY. 

Besioes the theory of knowledge, which forms the cen¬ 
tral doctrine in his system, Locke hnd discussed the remain¬ 
ing branches of philosophy, though in less detail, and, ’by 
his many-sided stimulation, had j^osited problems fur the 
Illumination movement in England and in France. Now 
the several disciplines take different courses, but the after- 
influence of his powerful mind is felt on every hand. The 
development of deism from Toland on is under the direct 
influence of his “rational Christianity'’; the ethics of 
Sluiftcsliury stands in ]xileiuic rclal.ion to his denial of 
everything innate; and while Berkeley and Hume are 
*deducing the conscciuences of his theory of knowledge, 
Hartley derives the impulse to a new form of psychology 
from his diapter on the association of ideas. 

1. Natural Philosophy and Psychology. 

in Locke’s frunous countryman, Isaac Newton (1642— 
1727),* the modern investigation of nature attains the level 
toward which it had striven, at first In* wishes and demands, 
gradually, also, in knowledge and achie\^cment. since the 
end of the mediieval period. Mankind was not able to dis¬ 
card at a stroke its accustomed Aristotelian view of nature, 
which animated things with inner, spirit-like forces. A full 
century intervened between Telesius and Newton, the 
c(jncept of natural Jaw requiring so long a time to break 
out of its shell. A trejiiendous revolution in opinion had 
to be effected before Newton could calmly promulgate bis 

—95 professor of malhcniatics in Cambridge, later resident 
in Ix>ndon ; 1672, member, and, 1703, preddent of the Royal Society. 
+ Chief work, Philosophite Naturalis Pnticipia Mathcmcuica, 1687. 
Works, 1779 seq. On Newton cf. K. Snell, 1843 ; Durdik, Leibniz 
,und Neufton, 1869 ; Lange, History of Materialism, vol. i, p. 306 seq. 
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[(rcat principle, ‘‘ Abandon substantial f(>rnis and occult 
((ualilies and reduce natural ]>hcnoinena to inatbcniatical 
laws/'before lie ccnild crown the discoveries of (ialileo and 
Kepler with his own. h'or this successful union of Bacon > 
exjieriincntal induction with the nuitheinaticjil deduction 
(»f Descartes, this combination of the analytic and the syn- 
ilietic methods, which was shown in the demand for, and the; 
establishment of, mathematically formulated natural law’s, 
presupposes that nature is dc^prived of all inner life* and all 
(qualitative distinctions, that all that exists is compounded 
of uniformly actiiy:^ parts, and that all that takes place is 
conceived as medion. With this jlohhes’s programme of a 
mechanical science of nature is fulfilled. l’h(‘ heavens and 
the earth are made subject h) the same law of gravitation. 
How far Newton liimself adhered to the narrow meaning of 
mechanism (motion from jn’cssure and impulse), is evident 
from the fact that, though he is often honored as the 
creator of the dynamical view of nature, he rejected actio 
in distaus as absurd, and deemed it indispensable to assumt. 
some cause ” of gravity (consisting, proba])ly, in the impact 
of imponderable material particles). It was his disciple.' 
who first ventured t<» proclaim gravity as the universal 
force of matter, as the “primary cpiality of all bodies" (s(* 
Roger Cotes in the preface to the second edition of thr 
Frincipia, 171v3). 

Newton resemi)les Boyle in uniting profound piety with 
the rigor of scientific thought. He finds the most certain 
proof for t]?e existence of an intelligent creator in the won¬ 
der ful arrangement of the wurld-machine, which d(^es not 
neerl afler-adiustmenl at the hands of its creator, and whose 
adaptalioii he praises as enthusiastically as he uncondition¬ 
ally rejects tlie min.ling of teleological considerations in 
tile explamition of jiliysical phenomena. By this “ pliysico- 
theologjcal ” argument he furnishes a welcome suq>port to 
deism. W hile the finite mind q^erceives in the sensorium 
of the brain the images of objects whicli come to it from 

* 1 hat the inatliematical view of nature, since it leaves room for 
qu.intitative distinctions alone, is equivalent to an examination of 
nature had been clearly recognized by Poiret. As he .significantly 
remarked : The principles of the Cartesian physics relate merely to 
the “cadaver” of nature (Erud.^ p. 260). 
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the senses, God has all things in himself, is immediately 
present in all, and cognizes them without sense-organs, the 
expanse of the universe forming his sensoriuni. 

The transfer of mechanical views to psychical xjhenomena 
was also accompanied by the conviction that no clanger to 
faith in Grod would result therefrom, but rather that it 
would aid in its sup])ort-. The chief representatives of this 
movement, which followed the example of (.lay, Nvere the 
j>hysician, David Hartley* (1704- *57), and his pupil, 
loseph Priestley,f a dissenting minister and natural scien¬ 
tist (born 1733, died in Idiiladelphia 1804: the discoverer 
of oxygen gas, 1774). 

The fundcunental j>ositiou of these psychologists is ex¬ 
pressed in two })rinciples: (1) all cognitive and motive life 
is based on the mechanism of psychical elements, the highest 
and most complex inner phenomena (thoughts, feelings, 
A olitions) are ])r()duced by the combination of simple ideas, 
that is, they arise through the “association of ideas’^; (2) 
all inner phenomena, the complex as well as the simple, are 
accompanied by, or rather depend on. more or less compli¬ 
cated phc'sical phenomena, viz., nervous processes and brain 
vibrations. Although Hartley and Priestley are agreed in 
their demand for an associational and pliysiological treat¬ 
ment of psychology, and in the attempt to gi\'e one, the}' 
differ in this, that Hartley cautiously sj>eaks only of a 
parallelism, a correspondence between mental and cerebral 
processes, and rejects the materialistic interpretation of 
inner phenomena, pointing out that the heterogeneity of 
motion and ideas forbids the reduction of the latter to the 
fonner, and that psychological analysis never reaches cor- 
])oreal but only psychical elements. Moreover, it is only 
w4th reluctance that, conscious of the critical character of 

* Hartley, Obsert^ations on Man^ his Frame, his Duties, his Expecta¬ 
tions. 1749. 

t Priestley, Hartley's Theory of the Human Mind on the Principles 
of the Association of Ideas, 1775 ; Disquisitions redatin^ to Matter and 
Spirit, \717 ; The Doctrine of Philosophical Necessity, 1777 ; Free 
Discussions of the Doctrines of Materitdism. 177^ (against Ricliarri 
Price’s Letters on Materialism and Philosophical Necessity). Cf. on 
both Schcxrnlank’s dissertation, Hartley ttnd Priestley, die Begrundcr 
des Assoziationismus in England, 1881 
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the conclusion, he admits the dependence of brain vibra¬ 
tions on the mechanical laws of the material world and the 
thoroughgoing deterniinateness of the human -will, consol¬ 
ing himself with the ])elief that moral responsibility never¬ 
theless remains intact. Priestley, on the contrary, boldly 
avows the materialistic and deterministic consequences of 
his position, holds that psychical phenomena are not merely 
accompanied by material motions but consist in them 
(thought is a function of the brain), and makes psycholog>% 
as the physics of the nerves, a part of physiology. The 
denial of immortality and the divine origin of the world 
is, however, by no means to follow from materialism. 
Priestley not oiil}’^ combated the atheism t)f Holbach, but 
also entered the dcistic ranks with works of his own on 
Natural Religion and the Corruptions of Christianity. 

.As early as in Hartley* the principle, which is so impor¬ 
tant for ethics, appears that things and actions pro¬ 

motion of the good of oUiers) which at first are sought 
and done because they are means to our own enjoyment, in 
time come to have a direct worth of their own, ajxirt from 
the original egoistic end. James Mill (1829) has repeated 
this thought in later times. As fame becomes an imme¬ 
diate o»bject of desire to the ambitious man, and gold to 
the miser, so, through association, the impulse toward that 
which will secure approval may ibe transformed into the 
endeavor after that which deserves approval. 

Among later representatives of the Associational school 
we may mention Erasmus Darwin (Zodnomia, or the Laies 
of Organic Life, 179-1—^96). 

2 * Deism. 

As Bacon and Descartes had treed natural science, 
Hobbes, the state, and Grotius, law from the authority of 
the Church and had placed them on an independent basis, 
i.e,, the basis of nature and reason, so deismf seeks to free 

*Cf. Jodi, Geschichte dcrUthik^y vol. i. p. 197 seq. 

t Cf. Lechler’s Geschichte des Englischen Deismus, 1841, which 
is rigorously drawn from the sources, [Hunt, History of Religious 
Thought in England, 1871-7? [1884] ; Leslie Stephen, History of 
English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, liS7f) [1880]; Cairns, 
UnbeUef in the Eighteenth Century, 1881.] 



liNGUSH DEISM 


las 


religion from Church dogma and blind historical faith, and 
to deduce it from natural knowledge. In so far as deism 
finds (both the source and the test of true religion in rea¬ 
son, it is rationalism; in so far as it ajjpeals from the super¬ 
natural light of revelation and inspiration to the natural 
light of reason, it is naturalism; in so far as revelation and 
its records are not only not allow^ed to restrict rational 
criticism, but are made the chief object of criticism, its 
adherents arc freethinkers. 

The general principles of deism may he compressed into 
a few theses. There is a natural religion, whose essential 
coiiUmt is morality; this comprises not much more than 
the two maxims, Believe in God and Do your duty. Posi¬ 
tive religions are to 'l>e judged Ijy this standard. The 
elements in them which are added to natural religion, or 
conflict with it, are superfluous and harmful additions, 
arbitrary decrees of men, the work of cunning rulers and 
deceitful priests. Christianity, whicli in its original form 
was the perfect expression of the true religion of reason, 
lias experienced great corruptions in its ecclesiastical 
development, from which it must now he purified. 

These principles are supix)rled by the following argu¬ 
ments : Truth is one and there is but one true religion. If 
the liai>i>iness of men depends on the fulfilment of her 
commands, these must be comprehensible to every man 
and must have been communicated to him; and since a 
special revelation and legislation could not come to the 
knowledge of all, they can be no other than the laws of 
duty inscribed on the human heart. In order to salvation, 
then, we need only to know God as creator and judge, 
and to fulfill his commands, i.c., to live a moral life. The 
one true religion has been communicated to man in tw'o 
forms, through the inner natural revelation of reason, 
and the outer historical revelation of the Gospel. Since 
both have come from God they cannot be contradictory. 
Accordingly natural religion and the true one among the 
positive religions do not differ in their content, but only 
in the manner of their promulgation. Keason tries his¬ 
torical religion by the standard furnished by natural reli¬ 
gion, and distinguishes actual from asserted revelation by 
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the harmony of its contents with reason: the deist be¬ 
lieves in the Bible because of the reasonableness of it> 
teachiii'^s; he does not hold these teachings true because 
they are found in the Bible. If a positive religion con 
tains less than natural religion it is incomplete; if it con¬ 
tains more it is tyrannical, since it imposes unnecessary 
requirements. The authority of reason to exercise the 
office of a judge in regard to the credibility of revelation 
is be}ond doubt; indeed, apart from it there is no means 
of attaining truth, and the acceptance of an external reve¬ 
lation as genuine, and not merely as alleged to be such, is 
possil)Ie only for those who have already been convinced ot 
God’s existence by the inner light of reason. 

To these logical considerations is added an historical }X)si- 
tion, which, though o!ily cursorily indicated at the beginning, 
is evidenced in increasing detail as the deistic movement 
continues on its course. Natural religion is always and 
everywhere the same, is universal and necessary, is perfect, 
eternal, and original. As original, it is the earliest religion, 
and as old as the world; as perfect, it is not capable of 
improvement, but only of corruption and restoration. 
Twice it has existed in perfect purity, as the religion of the 
first men and as the religion of Christ. Twice it has been- 
corrupted, in the pre-Christian period by idolatry, which 
proceeded from the Egyptian wr)rship of the dead, 
in the period after Christ by the Jove of miracle and blind 
reverence for authority. In both cases the corruption 
has come from power-loving priests, who have sought to 
frighten and control the peof)le hy incomprehensible dog¬ 
mas and ostentations, mysterious ceremonies, and found 
their advantage in the superstition of the multitude,—each 
new divinity, each new mystery meaning a gain for them. 
As they had corrupted the primitive religion into polythe¬ 
ism, so Christianity was corrupted by conforming it to the 
prejudices of tliose to be converted, in whose eyes the sim¬ 
plicity of the new doctrine would have been no recommen¬ 
dation for it. The Jew sought in it an echo of the Law, the 
heathen longed for his festivals and his occult philosophy: 
so it was burdened with unprofitable ceremonial observances 
and needless profundity, it was Judaized and heathenized. 
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It was inevitable that the doctrines of original sin, of satis¬ 
faction and atonement should prove especially 0 '))jectionablc 
to the purely rational temper of the deists. NeiUier the 
guilt of others (the sin of our ancestors) nor the atone¬ 
ment of others (Christ’s death on the cross) can be imputed 
to us; Christ can be called the Savior only by way of 
metaphor, only in so far as the example of his death leads us 
on to faith and obedience for ourselves. The name atheism, 
which, it is true, orthodoxy held ready for every belief 
incorrect according to its standard, was on the contrary 
undeserved. The deists did not attack Christian rcvela- 
lion, still less belief in (.»od. I^iey considered the atheist 
bereft of reason, and thc}' by no means esteemed his¬ 
torical revelation superfluous. Thc end of the latter was 
to stir the mind, to move men to reflection and conver¬ 
sion, to transform morals, and if anyone declared it unnec- 
essar}' because it contains nothing but natural truths, 
he was referred to the works of Undid, which certainly 
contain nothing which is not founded in the reason, but 
which no one but a fool will consider unnecessary in th* 
study of mathematics. 

That which wc have here summarized as the general 
position of deism, gained gnulual exi)ression through the 
regular development and .specializaticm of deistic ideas in 
individual representatives of the movement. The chief 
points and epochs were marked by Toland’s Christianity 
not Mysterious, 169f>; Collins’s Discourse of Frrethinkinu, 
1713; Tindars Christianity as Old as the Creation, 1730; 
and Chubb’s True Gos/\'l of Jesus Christ, 1738. Thc first 
of these demands a critique of revelation, the second de¬ 
fends the right of free investigation, the third declares the 
religion of Christ, which is merely a revived natural re¬ 
ligion, to be thc olflcst religion, thc fourth reduces it 
entirely to moral life. 

The deistic movement was called into life by Lord Her- 
liertof Cherbury (pp. 79—80) and continued by Locke, in so 
far as the latter had intrusted to reason the discrimination 
of true from false revelation, and had admitted in Chris¬ 
tianity elements al)Ovc reason, though not things contrary 
to reasjon. Following Locke, John Toland (1670—1722) 
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goes a stq) further with the proof that the Ciospel not only 
.contains nothing contrary to reason, but also nothing above 
reason, arul that no Christian doctrine is to he called mys¬ 
terious. To the demand that we should worship wliat we 
do not comprehend, he answers tJiat reason is the only 
basis of certitude, and alone decides on the divinity of 
the Scriptures, by a consideration of their contents. The 
motive which impels us to assent to a truth must lie in 
reason, not in revelation, which, like all authority and exj^e- 
rience, is merely tlie way by which we attain the knowl¬ 
edge of the tnith; it is a means of instruction, not a ground 
of conviction. All faith has knowledge and understanding 
for its conditions, and is rational conviction. Before wc 
can put our trust in the Scrij)tures, wc must be convinced 
that they were in fact written by the authors to whom 
they are ascribed, and must consider whether these men, 
their deeds, and their works, were worthy of God. The fact 
tliat God’s inmost being is for us inscrutable does not make 
him a mystery, for even the common things of nature are 
known to us only by their properties. Miracles are also 
in themselves nothing incomprehensible; they are simply 
enhancements of natural laws beyond their ordinary opera¬ 
tions, by supernatural assistance, which God vouchsafes but 
rarely and only for extraordinary ends. Toland explains 
the mysteries smuggled into the ethical religion of Chris¬ 
tianity as due to the toleration of Jewish and heathen 
customs, to the entrance of learned s])eciilation, and to 
the selfish inventions of the clergy and the rulers. ITie 
Reformation itself had not entirely restored the original 
purity and simplicity. 

Thus far Toland the deist. In his later writings, the five 
Letters to Serena, 1704, addressed to the Trussian queen, 
Sophia Charlotte, and the Pantheisticon (Cosnio[)oli, 1720), 
he advances toward a hylozoistic pantheism. 

The first of the Letters discusses the ]>rcjudices of man¬ 
kind ; the second, the heathen doctrine of immortality; the 
third, the origin of idolatry; while the fourth and fifth are 
devoted to Spinoza, the chief defect in whose philosophy 
is declared to be the absence of an explanation of motion. 
Motion belongs to the notion of matter as necessarily as 
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extension and impenetrability. Matter is always in motion; 
rest is only the reciprocal interference of two moving forces. 
The differences of things cleix^nd on the various move- 
nicnts of the particles of matter, so that it is motion whicli 
individualizes matter in general into particular things. As 
the Ivcttcrs ascribe the purposive construction of organic 
beings to a divine reason, so the Panthedstkon also stops 
short before it reaches the extreme of naked materialism. 
Everything is from the whole; the whole is infinite*, one. 
eternal, all-rational. Cod is the force of the whole, the 
soul of the world, the law of nature, 'fhe treatise include- 
a liturgy of the panthei.stic society with many quotation^ 
from the ancient poets. 

Anthony Collins (1676—1729), in. his Discourse of Free- 
thinking, shows the right of free thought (?.c., of judgment 
on rational grounds) in general, from the principle tliat no 
tnitli is forbidden to us, and that there is no other way by 
which we can attain truth and free ourselves from super¬ 
stition, and the right to a]>ply it to Cod and the Bible in 
particular, from the fact that the clergy differ concerning 
the most important matters. The fear that the ditferenco 
of opinion which spring from freelhinking may endanger 
the peace of society lacks foundation; on the contrary, it 
is only restriction of the freedom of thought which leads to 
disorders, by weakening moral zeal. The clergy are the 
only ones who condemn lil.>erty of thought. It is sacrilege 
to hold that error can he beneficial and truth harmful. A> 
a proof that freethinking by no means cornipts character. 
Collins gives in conclusion a list of noble freethinkers from 
Socrates down to Locke and Tillotson. Among the replies 
t/) the views of Collins we may mention the calmly objective 
Boyle Lectures by Ibbot, and the sharp and witty letter of 
Richard Bentley, the philologist. Neither of these attacks 
Collins’s leading principle, both fully admitting the right to 
employ the reason, even in religious questions; hut they 
dispute the implication that freethinking is equivalent to 
contentious opposition. On the one hand, they maintain 
that Collins’s thinking is too free, that is, unbridled, hasty, 
presumptuous, and paradoxical; on the other, that it is not 
free enough (from prejudice). 
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After Shaftesbury had based morality on a natural 
instinct for the beautiful and had made it independent 
of religion, as well as served the cause of free thought by 
a keenly ironical camixiigii against enthusiasm and ortlio- 
doxy, and Clarke had furnished the representatives of 
natural religion a useful ])rinciple of morals in the objective 
rationality of things, tlie debate concerning prophecy and 
miracles* threatened to dissij>ate the deistic movement into 
scattered theological skirmishes. At this juncture Matthew 
'rindal (1657—1733) led it back to the main question. His 
Christianity as Old as the Creation is the doomsday book 
.of deism. It contains all that has been given above as the 
core of this view of religion. Christ came not to bring in 
a new doctrine, but to exhort tt> repentance and atone¬ 
ment, and to restore llie law of nature, which is as old as 

The chief combatant in the conflict over the argument from pro- 
ohccy, wl.ich was called forih by Whiston’s comipiion hy|x>thesis, 
was Collins (.7 Di<coiirsc of the Grounds and Reasons of the Christian 
Religion j 1724). Christianity is based on Judaism ; iti fundamental 
article is that Icsus is the prophesied Messiah of the lews, its chief 
proof the argument from c3ld Testament prophecy, wiiich, it is true, 
depends on the ivj^ical or allegorical interpretation of the passages 
ill question. Whoever rejects this cuts away the ground from under 
the Christian revelation, wiiich is only the allegorical import of die 
revelation of the Jews.—The second pr(K>f of revelation, the arguincat 
from miracles, was shaken by 'rhornas WcK>ls*lon (Six Di^cottrscs on 
the Miracles of our Savioroy j727“'“3(j). l)y his extension of the allegori¬ 
cal interpretation to tliesc also. IJc supported hi nsclf in this by the 
..luthoriiy of the Churcli Fathers and, above all, by the argurnciK 
that the accounts of the miracles, if taken literally, contradict all .sense 
and understanding. The unavoitlable doubts wliich arise concerning 
the literal interpretation of the resurrection of the dead, the healing 
of the sick, the driving out of devils, and the other miracles, prove 
rhat these were intended only as symbolic representations of the 
mysterious and wonderful effects which Jesus was to accompIisJi. 
Thus Jairus’.s daughter means tlie Jewish Church, which is to bv* 
revived at the second coming of Christ; Lazarus typifies Inunanity, 
which will be raised again at the last day ; the account of the bodily 
resurrection of Jesus is a symbol of his spiritual resurrection from his 
grave in the letter of Scripture. Sherlock, whos-e Trial of the Witnesses 
of the Resurrection of Jesus was long considered a cogent answer to 
the attacks of Woolslon. was opposed by Peter Arinct, who, without 
leaving the refuge of figurative interpretation open, proceeded still 
more rcgardlessly in the discovery of contradictory and incredible ele¬ 
ments in the Gospel reports, and declared all tlic scriptural writers 
together to be liars and falsifiers. If a man believes in miracles as 
supernatural interferences with the regular course of nature (and they 
must be so taken if they are to certify to the divine origin of the 
Scriptures), he makes God mutable, and natural laws imperfect 
arrangements which stand in need of correction. The truth of religion 
is inclepcndcnt of all history. 
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the cv*e;xUou, iis vmwcvsal as reasim, and as unchange¬ 
able as God, human nature, and the relations oi things, 
which we should respect in our actions. Religion is moral¬ 
ity ; more exactly, it is the free, constant disposition to do 
as much good as possil)le, and thereby to promote 
glory of God and our own welfare. l*'or the harmony of 
our conduct with the rule.-, of reason constitutes our 
perfection, and on this depends our happiness. Since God 
is inlinitcdy l)lessed and sclf-suflicient his ])ur])ose in the 
moral law’ is man’s happiness alone. WHiakwer a positive 
religion coiihuns beyond (be moral law is superstition, 
which puis cin])basis on worthless trivialities, the true 
religion occupies the hap]\v mean between miserable un- 
faith, on the one hand, and timorous su])erslition, ^vild^ 
fanaticism, and ])ietistical zeal i)n the other. In ])roclaim- 
ing the sovereignty of reason in the spliere of religion as 
well as el.sewhere, wc are only openly demanding what our 
4jpponcnt.s have tacitly acknowledged in practice {c.g., in 
allegorical inter|>rctationl from time immemorial. God has 
endow’cd us with reason in order that we should hy it 
distinguish truth from falsehood. 

'I'honias Chu]>h (167^^—1747), a man of the j)Cople (he 
was a glove maker and tallow-chandler), and from 1715 on a 
-participant in deistic literature and concerned to adapt the 
new ideas to the men of his class, preached in The True Gos¬ 
pel of Jesus Christ an honorable working-man’s Christianity. 
Faith means ()l)edi€nce to the law’ of reason inculcated by 
Christ, not the acceptance of the facts reported about him. 
Tile gospel of Christ was preached to the poor before his 
death and his asserted resurrection and ascension. It is 
]>ro'bab!e that Christ really lived, because of the great 
effect of his message; hut he was a man like other men. 
His gospel is Ins teaching, not his liislory, hi.*; own teach¬ 
ing, not that of his follow'cr.s—the reflections of the apos¬ 
tles are private opinions. Christ’s teaching amounts, in 
effect, to these three fundamental principles; (1) Conform 
to the mtional law of love to God and one’s neighbour; tliis 
is the only ground of divine acceptance. (2) After trans¬ 
gression of the law’, repentance and reformation are the only 
grounds of divine grace and forgiveifess. (3) At the last 
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day every one will be rewarded according to his works. By 
proclaiming these doctrines, by carrying them out in his 
own pure life and typical death, and hv founding religio- 
ethical associations on the principle of brotherly equality, 
Christ selected the means best fitted for the attainment of 
his purpose, the salvation of human souls. His aim was to 
assure men of future liappiness (and of the earthly happi¬ 
ness connected therewith), and to make them worthy of it; 
and this liaj>piness can only be attained when from free 
conviction we submit ourselves to the natural moral law, 
which is grounded on the moral fitness of things. Every¬ 
thing which leads to the illusion tliat the favor of Cod is 
attainable by any other means than by righteoiisness and 
,, repentiince, is pernicious: as. also, the confusion of Chris¬ 
tian societi(‘s with legal and civdl societies, which pursue 
entirely different aims. 

Thomas Morgan { The Moral Philosopher, a Dialogue be¬ 
tween the Christian Deist, Philalethcs, and the Christian 
Jenv, Thcophaucs, 1737 seq.) skinds on tlic same ground as 
his predecessors, by holding that the moral truth of things 
is the criterion of the divinity of a doctrine, that the Chris¬ 
tian religion is merely a restoration of natural religion, and 
tliat the almostlc.s were not infallible. Peculiar to him are 
the application of the first of these principles to the Mosaic 
law, with the conclusion that this was not a revelation; the 
complete separation of the New Testament from the Old (the 
Church of Christ and the expected kingdom of the Jewish 
Messiah are as opposed to each other as heaven and earth) ; 
and the endeavor to give a more exact explanation of the 
origin of superstition, the pre-Christian manifestations of 
which he traces back to the fall of the angels, and those 
since Christ to the intermixture of Jewish elements. He 
seeks to solve his problem by a detailed critique of Israelit- 
ish history, which is lacking in sympathy but not in .spirit, 
and in which, introducing modern relations into the earliest 
times, he explains the Old Testament miracles in part as 
myths, in part as natural phenomena, and deprives the 
heroes of the Jews of their moral renown. ITie Jewish his¬ 
torians are ranked among the poets; the God of Israel is 
reduced to a subordinate, local tutelary divinity; the moral 
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law of Moses is characterized as a civil code limited to ex¬ 
ternal conduct, to national and mundane affairs, with merely 
temporal sanctions, and the ceremonial law as an act of 
worldly statecraft; David is declared a gifted poet, musician, 
hypocrite, and coward; the prophets are made professors of 
theology and moral phiIoso![>hy; and Paul is praised as the 
greatest freethinker of his time, who defended reason 
against authority and rejected the Jewish ritual law as in¬ 
different. Whatever is spurious in Christianity is a remnant 
of Judaism, all its mysteries are misunderstood and falsely 
(i.c., literally) a}>]died allegories. Out of regard for Jewish 
prejudices Christ’s death was figuratively described as sacri¬ 
ficial, as in earlier times Moses had been forced to yield to 
the Egyptian superstitions of his ]>eople. Morgan looks for 
the final victory of the rational morality of the pure, Pau¬ 
line, or deistic Christianity over the Jewish Christianity of 
orthodoxy. Among the works of his opponents the follow¬ 
ing deserve mention: William Warburton’s Dhnnc Lcf/ation 
of Moses, and Samuel Cliandler's Vindication of flic History 
of the Old Testament, 

It may be doubted whether P>olingbroke ( died 1751 ; cf. 
]>. 203) is to ])e classed among the deists or among their 
opponents. On the one hand, he finds in monotheism the 
original true religion, which has degenerated into supersti¬ 
tion through priestly cunning and fantastical philosophy; 
in primitive Christianity, the system of natural religion, 
which has been transformed into a complicated and con¬ 
tentious science by its weak, foolish, or deceitful adher¬ 
ents; in theology, the corruption of religion; in Bacon, 
Descartes, and Locke, types of untrammeled investigation. 
On the other hand, he seeks to protect revelation from the 
reason whose cultivation he has just commended, and to 
kecj) faith and knowledge distinct, while he demands that 
the Bible, with all the undemonstrable and absurd elements 
which it contains, be accepted on its own authority. Reli¬ 
gion is an instniment indispensable to the government for 
keeping the people in subjection. Only the fear of a higher 
power, not the reason, holds the masses in check; and the 
freethinkers do wrong in taking a bit out of the mouth of 
the sensual multitude, when it were better to add to those 
already there. 

13 
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As Hume, the skeptic, leads empiricism to its fall, so 
Hume, the pliilosopher of religion (see below), leads deism 
toward dissolution. Among those who defended revealed 
Christianity against the deistical attacks we may mention 
the names of Conybeare (1732) and Joseph Butler (1736). 
The former argues from the imi>erfection and mutability 
of our reason to like characteristics in natural religion. 
Butler (cf. p. 206) does not admit that natural and revealed 
religion are mutually exclusive. Christian revelation lends 
a higher authority to natural religion, in which she 
finds her foundation, and adapts it to the given relations 
and needs of mankind, adding, however, to the rational 
law of virtue new duties toward God the Son and God the 
Holy Ghost. Jt is evident that in order to be able to deal 
with their opponents, the apologetes are forced to accom¬ 
modate themselves to the deistic principle of a rational 
criticism of revelation. 

Notw ithstanding the fear which this principle inspired in 
the men of the time, it soon penetrated the thought even 
of its opponents, and found its way into the X->opular mind 
through the channels of the Illumination. Although it 
was often defended and applied with violence and with a 
superfluous hatred of the clergy, it forms the justifiable 
element in the endeavors of the deists. It is a common¬ 
place to-day that everything which claims to Ije true and 
valid must justify itself before the criticism of reason; 
hut then this principle, together with the distinction 
between natural and positive religion based upon it, exerted 
an enlightening and liberating influence. The real flaw in 
the deistical theory, w^hich was scarcely felt as such, even by 
its opponents, was its lack of religious feeling and all his¬ 
torical sense, a lack which rendered the idea acceptable 
that religions could be “ made,” and priestly falsehoods 
become world-moving forces. Hume Avas the first to seek 
to rise above this unspeakable shallowness. There was a 
remarkable conflict betw’cen the ascription to man, on the 
one hand, of an assured treasure of religious knowledge in 
the reason, and the abandonment of him, on the other, to the 
juggling of cunning priests and despots. Thus the deists 
had no sense either for the peculiarities of an inw^ard 
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religious feeling, which, in happy -prescience, rises above 
the earthly circle of moral duties to the world beyond, or for 
the involuntary, historically necessary origin and growth of 
the particular forms of religion. Here, again, we find that 
turning away from will and feeling to thought, from 
history to nature, fnun the oppressive complexity of that 
which has been developed to Uic simplicity of that which 
is original, which we have nr)ted as one of the most prom¬ 
inent cliaracteristics of the modern period. 

3. Moral Philosophy. 

The watchword of deism was “indq>endence in religion”; 
that of modern ethical j>hilo.sophy is ‘'independence in 
morals.” Hobbes had given this out in opposition to the 
medi.'cval dependence of ethics on theology: now it ^^’a5 
turned against himself, for he had delivered morality from 
ecclesiastical bondage only to subject it to the no less 
q>j>ressivc and unworthy yoke of the civil power. Selfish 
consideration, so he had taught, leads men to transfer by 
contract all power to tlie ruler. Right is that which the 
sovereign enjoins, wrong that 'which he forbids. Thus 
morality was conceived in a purely negative way as justice, 
and based on interest and agreement. Cumberland, recog¬ 
nizing the one-sidedness of the first of these positions, 
announces the principle of universal benevolence, at which 
Bacon had hinted before him, and in which he is followed 
by the school of Shaftesbur^^ Oi>position to the founda¬ 
tion of ethics on self-love and convention, again, springs up 
in three forms, one idealistic, one logical, and one aesthetic. 
Ethical ideas have not arisen artificially through shrewd 
calculation and agreement, but have a natural origin. 
Cudworth, returning to Plato and Descartes, assumes an 
innate idea of the good. Clarke and Wollaston base moral 
distinctions on the rational order of things, and characterize 
the ethically good action as a logical truth translated into 
practice. Shaftesbury derives ethical ideas and actions 
from a natural instinct for judging the good and the beau¬ 
tiful. Moreover, Hobbes’s ethics of interest experiences, 
first, correction at the hands of I^ocke (who, along with a 
complete recognition of the “ 1^1 ” character of the good, 
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distinguishes the sphere of morality from that of mere law, 
and ‘brings it under the law of reputation,” hence of a 
“tacit” agreement), and then a frivolous intensification 
under Maiideville and Bolingbroke. A preliminary conclu¬ 
sion is reached in the ethical labors of Hume and Smith. 

Richard Cuni'berland {Dc Lccnbiis Nafttnc, 1672) turns to 
experience with the cpiestions. In what does morality con¬ 
sist? Whence does it arise? and What is the nature of 
moral obligation ? and finds these answers: Those actions 
are good, or in conformity to the moral law.of nature, which 
promote the common good {commune honum summa lex'). 
Individual welfare must be subordinated to the good of all, 
of which it forms only a part. 'I'he psychological roots of 
virtuous action are the social and disinterested affections, 
which nature has implanted in all beings, especially in those 
endowed with reason. I'here is nothing in man more pleas¬ 
ing to God than knc. We recognize our obligation to the 
virtue of benevolence, or that (.iod commands it, from the 
rewards and punishments which we perceive to follow the 
fulfillment or non-fulfillment of the law,—the subordination 
of individual to universal good is the only means of attain¬ 
ing true happiness and contentment. Men are dependent 
on mutual benevolence. Me who labors for the good of the 
whole system of rational l)eings furthers there!)v the wel¬ 
fare of the individual parts, among whom he himself is 
one; individual happiness cannot be separated from general 
happiness. All duties are implied in the su])reme one: 
Give to others, and ]>reserve thyself. This principle of 
benevolence, advanced by Cunil)erland with homely sim¬ 
plicity, received in the later development of English ethics, 
for which it pointed out the way, a more careful foundation. 

The series of emancipations of morality begins with the 
Intellectual System of Ralph Cud worth (The Intellectual 
System of the Universe, 1678; A Treatise concerning Eter¬ 
nal and Immutable Morality, 1731). Ethical ideas come 
neither from experience nor from civil legislation nor from 
the will of God, but are necessary ideas in the divine and 
the human reason. Because of their simplicity, univer¬ 
sality, and immuta'bility, it is impossible for them to arise 
from experience, which never yields anything but that 
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which is particular and mutJible. It is just as impossible 
that they should spring from political constitutions, which 
have a temporal origin, which arc transitory, and which 
differ from one another. For if o])edicnce to positive law 
is right and disobedience wrong, then moral distinctions 
must have existed before the law; if, on the other hand, 
ol>edience to the civil law is morally indifferent, then more 
than ever is it impossible that this should be the basis of 
the moral distinctions in question. A law can 'l)ind us only 
in virtue of tliat which is necessarily, absolutely, or per se 
right; therefore the good is independent, also, of the will 
of God. I'he absolutely good is an eternal truth which 
(hid does not create ]>y an act of his will, but which he 
finds present in his reason, and which, like the other ideas, 
he impresses on created spirits. On the a priori ideas 
depends the possibility of science, for knowledge is the 
percq>tion of necessary truth. 

Jn agreement with Cud worth that the moral law is de¬ 
pendent neither on human com>i>act nor on the divine will, 
Samuel Clarke (died 1729) finds the eternal principles of 
justice, goodness, and truth, which God observes in his gov¬ 
ernment of the universe, and which should also l)e the guide 
of human action, embodied in the nature of things or in 
their properties, powers, and relatons, in virtue of which 
certain things, relations, and modes of action are suited to 
one another, and others not. Morality is the subjective 
conformity of conduct to this objective fitness of tilings; 
the good is the fitting. Moral rules, to which we are bound 
by conscience and by rational insight, are valid independ¬ 
ently of the command of God and of all hope or fear in 
reference to the life to come, although the principles 
of religion furnish them an effective support, and one 
wdiich is almost indispensable in view' of the w'eakness of 
human nature. They are not universally observed, indeed, 
but universally acknowledged; even the vicious man can¬ 
not refrain from praising virtue in others. He who is in¬ 
duced by the voice of passion to act contrary to the eternal 
relations or harmony of things, contradicts his own reason 
in thus undertaking to disturb the order of the universe; 
he commits the absurdity of willing that things should be 
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that which they are not. Injustice is in practice tliat 
which falsity and contradiction are in theoretical affairs. 
In his well-known controversy with Leibnitz, Clarke defends 
the freedom of the will against the determinism of the 
Gennan philosopher. 

In William Wollaston (died 1724), with whom the logical 
pt)int of view becomes still more apparent, Clarke found a 
thinker who shared liis convictions that the subjective moral 
principle of interest was insufficient, and, hence, an objective 
principle to be sought; that morality consists in the suita¬ 
bleness of the action to the nature and destination of the 
object, and that, in the last analysis, it is coincident with 
truth. The highest destination of man is, on the one hand, 
to know the truth, and, on the other, to express it in actions. 
That act is good whose execution includes the affirmation 
(and its omission the negation) of a truth. According to 
the law of nature, a rational being ought so to conduct 
himself that he sliall never contradict a truth by his actions, 
i.c., U.) treat each thing for what it is. Every immoral 
action is a false judgment; the violation of a contract is a 
practical denial of it. The man who is cruel to animals 
declares by his act that the creature nifiltreated is 
something which in fact it is not, a being devoid of feel¬ 
ing. The murderer acts as though he were able to restore 
life to his victim. He who, in disobedience toward God, 
deals with things in a way contrary to their nature, behaves 
as though he were mightier than the author of nature. 
To this equation of truth and morality happiness is added 
as a third identical member. The truer the pleasures of a 
being the happier it is; and a pleasure is untrue whenever 
more (of pain) is given for it than it is worth. A rational 
being contradicts itself when it pursues an irrational 
pleasure.—The course of moral philosojffiy has j^assed over 
the logical ethics of Clarke and Wollaskm as an abstract 
and unfruitful idiosyncrasy, and it is certain that with both 
of these thinkers their plans were greater than their per¬ 
formances. But the search for an ethical norm which 
should be universally valid and superior to the individual 
will, did not lack justification in contrast to the sub¬ 
jectivism of the other two schools of the time—the school 
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of interest and the school of benevolence, whidi made 
virtue a matter of calculation or of feeling. 

The English ethics of the period culminates in Shaftes¬ 
bury (1671-1713), who, reared on the principles of his 
grandfather’s friend Locke, formed his artistic sense on the 
models of classical antiquity, to recall to the memory of his 
age the Greek ideal of a beautiful humanity. Philosophy, 
as the knowledge of ourselves and that which is truly good, 
a guide to morality and happiness; the world and virtue, a 
harmony: the good, the be?iutiful as well; the whole, a con¬ 
trolling force in the particular—^these views, and his taste¬ 
ful style of exposition, make Shaftesbury a modern Greek; 
it is only his bitterness against Christianity which betniys 
the son of the new era. Among the studies collected under 
the title Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, 
1711, the most important are those on Enthusiasm, on Wit 
and Humor, on Virtue and Merit, and the Moralists.* 

Shaftesbury’s fundamental metaphysical concept is aes¬ 
thetic : utiity in variety is for him the all-pervasive law of 
the world. In eveiy^ case where parts work in mutual 
dependence toward a common result, there rules a central 
unity, uniting and animating the members. The lowest of 
these substantial unities is the ego, the common source of our 
thoughts and feelings. Hut as the parts of the organism are 
governed and held together by the soul, so individuals are 
joined with one another into species and genera by higher 
unities. Each individual being is a member in a system of 
creatures, which a common nature binds together. Moreover,, 
since order and harmony are spread throughout the world, 
and no one thing exists out of relation to all others and to 
the whole, the universe must be conceived as animated by 
a formative power which works purposively; this all-ruling 
unity is the soul of the world, the universal mind, the Deity. 
The finality and beauty of those parks of the world which 
we can know justifies the inference to a like constitution of 
those which are unapproachable, so that we may be certain 
that the numerous evils which we find in the details, work 

•Georg V. Gizyeki has written on Shaftesbury’s philosophy, 1876. 
[Cf. Fowler’s Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, English Philosophers Scries,. 
1882 .—Tr.1 
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for the good of a system superior to them, and that all 
appi'irent imperfections contribute to the perfection of the 
wliolc. As our philosopher makes use of the idea of the 
world-harmony to support theism and the theodicy, so, 
further, he derives the content of morality from it, thus 
giving ethics a natural basis independent of self-interest and 
conventional fancies. 

A being is good when its impulses toward tlie preservation 
and welfare of the species is strong, and those directed to 
its own good not too strong. ^J'he \'irtue of a rational being 
is distinguished from the goodness of a merely “sensible 
creature” by the fact that man not only possesses impulses, 
but reflects upon them, that he approves or disapproves 
his own conduct and that of others, and thus makes his 
alTections the object of a higher, reflective, judging affec¬ 
tion. This faculty of moral distinctions, the sense for right 
and wrong, or, which amounts to the same thing, for beauty 
and ugliness, is innate ; we approve virtue and condemn 
vice by nature, not as the result of a compact, and from this 
natural feeling for good and evil exercise deveU>p.s a cul¬ 
tivated moral taste or tact. And when, further, the reason, 
b}^ means of this faculty of judgment, gains control over the 
passions, man becomes an ethical artist, a moral virtuoso. 

Virtue pleases by its own wu)rth and beauty, not because 
of any external advantage. We must not corrupt the love 
of the good for its own sake })y mixing with it the hope of 
future reward, which at the l>est is admissible only as a 
counter-weight against evil passions. When Shaftesbury 
speaks of future bliss, his highest conception of the heavenly 
life is uninterrupted friendship, magnanimity, and nobility, 
as a continual rewarding of virtue by new virtue. 

The good is the beautiful, and the beautiful is the har¬ 
monious, the symmetrical; hence the essence of virtue con¬ 
sists in the balance of the affections and passions. Of the 
three classes into which Shaftesbury divides the jxissions, 
one, including the “unnatural” or unsocial affections, as 
malevolence, envy, and cruelty, which aim neither at the 
good of the individual nor that of others, is always 
and entirely evil. The two other classes, the social (or 
^‘natural”) affections and the “self-affections,” may be 
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virtuous or vicious, according to their clej»ree, i.e., accord¬ 
ing to the relation of their strength to that of the other 
affections. In itself a (benevolent impulse is never too 
strong; it can become so only in comi>arison with self-love, 
or in respect to the constitution of the individual in ques¬ 
tion, and conversely. Commonly the social impulses do not 
attain the normal standard, while the selfish exceed it; but 
the opposite case also occurs. Excessive parental tender¬ 
ness, the pity which enervates and makes useless for aid, 
religious zeal for making converts, passionate partisanship, 
are examjdes of too violent social affections which interfere 
with the activity of the other inclinations. Just as errone¬ 
ous, on the other side, is the neglect of one’s own good. For 
although the possession of selfish inclinations does not make 
a man virtuous, yet the lack of them is a moral defect, 
since they are indispensable to the general good. No one 
can be useful to others who does not keep himself in a con¬ 
dition for service. The impulse to care for private welfare 
is good and necessary in so far as it comports with the 
general welfare or contributes to this. The due propor¬ 
tion between the social passions, which constitute the direct 
source of good, and those of self-love, consists in subordi¬ 
nating the latter to the former. 'Hie kinship of this 
ethics of hannony with the ethical views of antiquity is 
evident. It is completed by the eudemonistic conclusion 
of the system. 

As the harmony of impulses constitutes the essence of 
virtue, so also it is the way to true happiness. Experience 
shows that unsocial, unsympathetic, vicious men are misera¬ 
ble ; that love to society is the richest source of hajipiness; 
that even pity for the suffering of others occasions more 
pleasure than pain. Virtue secures us tlie love and respect 
of others, secures us, above all, the approval of our own 
conscience, and true happiness consists in satisfaction with 
ourselves. The search after this pure, constant, spiritual 
pleasure in the good, which is never accompanied by 
satiety and dii^ust, should not be called self-seeking; he 
alone takes pleasure in the good who is already good him¬ 
self. 

Shaftesbury is not well disposed toward positive Chris- 
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tianity, holding tliat it has made virtue mercenary by its 
promises of heavenly rewards, removed moral questions 
entirely out of this world into the world to come, and 
taught men most piously to torment one another out of 
pure supernatural brotherly love. In opposition to such 
transcendental positions Shaftesbury, a priest of the 
modem view of the world, gives virtue a home on earth, 
seeks the hand of l^rovidence in the present world, and 
teaches men to reach faith in God by ins|)iring contempla¬ 
tion of the well-ordered upiverse. Virtue without piety is 
possible, indeed, though not complete. But morality is 
first and fixed, hence it is the condition and the criterion 
of genuine religion. Revelation dues not need to fear free 
rational criticism, for the Scriptures are accredited by 
their contents. Besides reason, banter is with Shaftesbury 
a second means for distinguishing the genuine from the 
spurious: ridicule is the test of truth, and wit and humor 
the only cure for enthusiasm. With these he scourges the 
over-pious as religious parasites, who for safety’s sake 
prefer to believe too much rather than too little. 

Before Shaftesbury’s theory of the moral sense and the 
disinterested affections had gained adherents and devel¬ 
opers, the danger, which indeed had not always been 
escaped, that man might content himself with the satisfac¬ 
tion of possessing noble impulses, without taking much care 
to realize them in useful actions, called forth by way of reac¬ 
tion a paradoxical attempt at an apology for vice. Mande- 
ville, a London physician of French extraction, and born in 
Holland, had aroused attention by his poem, The Grumbling 
Hive; or Kneeues Turned Honest, 1706, and in response to 
vehement attacks upon his work, had added a commentary 
to the second edition, The Table of the Bees; or Private 
Vices Public Benefits, 1714. The moral of the fable is that 
the welfare of a society depends on the industry of its mem¬ 
bers, and this, in turn, on their passions and vices. Greed, 
extravagance, envy, ambition, and rivalry are the roots of 
the acquisitive impulse, and contribute more to the public 
good than benevolence and the control of desire. Virtue is 
good for the individual, it is true, since it makes him con¬ 
tented with himself and acceptable to God and man, but great 
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states require stronger motives tx) labor and industry in 
order to be prosperous. A ]>eople among whom frugality, 
self-denial, and quietness of spirit were the rule would re¬ 
main poor and ignorant. Besides holding that virtue fur¬ 
thers the happiness of society, Shaftesbury makes a second 
mistake in assuming that human nature includes unselfish 
inclinations. It is not innate love and goodness that make 
us social, but our passions and weaknesses (above all, fear) ; 
man is by nature self-seeking. All actions, including the 
so-called virtues, spring from vanity and egoism; thus it 
has* always been, thus it is in every grade of society. In 
social life, indeed, we dare not display all these desires 
0 ])enly, nor satisfy them at will. Shrewd lawgivers have 
taught, men to conceal their natural passions and to limit 
them by art.ificial ones, j^ersuading them that renunciation 
is true liai.)})iness, on tlie ground that through it we attain 
the supreme good—reputation among, and the esteem of 
our fellows. Since then honor and shame have ])ecome the 
strongest motives and have incited men to that which is 
called virtue, r.c,, to actions which apparently imply the 
sacrifice of selfish inclinations for the good of society, while 
they are really done out of pride and self-love. By con¬ 
stantly feigning noble sentiments before others man comes, 
finally, to deceive himself, believing himself a being whose 
happiness consists in the renunciation of self and all that 
is earthly, and in the thought of his moral excellence.—The 
crass assumptions in Mandeville’s reasoning are evident at 
a glance. After analyzing virtue into the suppression of 
desire, after labeling the im|)ulse after moral approbation 
vanity, lawful self-love egoism, and rational acquisitiveness 
avarice, it was easy for him to prove that it is vice which 
makes the individual industrious and the state prosperous, 
that virtue is seldom found, and that if it were universal 
it would become injurious to society. 

With different shading and with less one-sidedness, Boling- 
broke (cf. p. 193) defended tlie standpoint of naturalism. 
God has created us for happiness in common; we are des¬ 
tined to assist one another. Happiness is attainable in 
society alone, and society cannot exist without justice and 
benevolence. He who exercises virtue, i.c., promotes the 
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good of the species, promotes at the same time his own 
good. All actions spring from self-love, which, guided at 
first by an immediate instinct, and later, by reason devel¬ 
oped through experience, extends itself over ever widening 
spheres. We love ourselves in our relatives, in our friends, 
further still, in our countr}^ finally, in humanity, so that 
self-love and social love coincide, and we are impelled to 
virtue by the combined motives of interest and duty. This 
is an ethic of common sense from the standiioint of the 
cultured man of the world—which at the proper time has 
the right, no doulit, to gain itself a hearing. 

Meanwhile Shaftesbury’s ideas had impressed Hutcheson 
and Butler, according to the peculiarities of each. Both of 
these writers deem it necessary to explain and correct the 
distinction between the selfish and the l>enevolent affections 
by additions, which w ere of infiuence on the ethics of Himie; 
both devote their zeal to the new doctrine of feelings of 
reflection or moral taste, in which the former gives more 
prominence to the aesthetic, merely judging factor, the 
latter to the active or mandatory one. 

Francis Hutcheson* (died 1747), ])rofessor at Glasgow, 
in his posthumous System of Moral Philosophy, 1755, which 
had l>een preceded by an Inquiry concerning the Original 
of our Ideas of Beauty and. Virtue, 1725, pursues the double 
aim of showing against Hobbes and Locke the originality 
and disinterestedness both of benevolence and of moral 
approval. Virtue is not exercised because it brings advan¬ 
tage to the agent, nor approved on account of advantage 
to the observ^er. 

(1) The benevolent affections are entirely independent 
of self-love and regard for the rewards of God and of man, 
nay, independent even of the lofty satisfaction afforded by 
self-approbation. This last, indeed, is vouchsafed to us only 
when we seek the good of others without personal aims; 
the joy of inward approval is the result of virtue, not tlie 
motive to it. If love were in reality a concealed egoism, 
it would yield to control in cases where it promises advan¬ 
tage, which, as experience shows, it not the fact. Benev¬ 
olence is entirely natural, and as universal in the moral 
•Cf. Fowler’s treatise, cited p, 199 .—-Tr. 
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world as gravitation in the corporeal; and like gravitaton 
further in that its intensity increases with propinquitjy 
—the nearer the persons, the greater the love. Benev¬ 
olence is more widespread than malevolence; even the 
criminal does more innocent and kind acts in his life than 
criminal ones—the rarity of the latter is the reason why so 
much is said about them. 

(2) Moral judgment is also entirely uninfluenced by 
consideration of the advantageems or disadvantageous 
results for the agent or the sj>ectator. The beauty of a 
good deed arouses immediate satisfaction. Through the 
moral sense we feel j)leasure at obser^dng a virtuous action, 
and aversion when we perceive an ignoble one, feelings 
which are indejicndent of all thought of the rewards and 
ininishmtMits promised by (lod. as well as of the utility or 
harm for ourselves. Hutcheson argues a complete distinc¬ 
tion i .etween moral ajjjjroval and the ])ercq:)tion of the agree¬ 
able and the useful, from the facts that we judge a 1)enevo- 
lent action which is forced, or done from motives of personal 
advantage, (luitc differently from one inspired by love ; 
that we pay esteem to high-minded characters whether 
their fortunes be good or ill: and that we are moved with 
equal force l)v fictitious actions, as, for instance, on the stage, 
and by those which really take place. 

(3) A few further particulars may be emphasized from 
the comprehensive systematization which Hutcheson indus¬ 
triously and thoughtfully gave to Shaftesbury’s ideas. 
Two points reveal the forerunner of Hume. First, the 
role assigned to the reason in moral affairs is merely sub¬ 
sidiary. Our motive to action is never the knowledige of 
a true proposition, but always sim])ly a wish, affection, or 
impulse. F^ltimate ends are given by the feelings alone; 
the reason can only discover the means thereto. Sec¬ 
ondly, the turlmlent, blind, rapidly passing passions are 
distinguished from the calm, permanent affections, which 
are mediated hy cognition. The latter are the nobler; 
among them, in turn, the highest place is occupied by 
those conducive to the general good, whose worth is still 
further determined by the extent of their objects. From 
this is derived the law that a kind affection receives the 
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more lively approval, the more calm and deliberate it is, 
the higher the degree of hairiness cxj>erienced by the ol)- 
ject of the action, and the greater the number of persons 
affected by it. Patriotism and love of mankind in general 
are higher virtues than affection for friends and children. 
As the goal of the self-regarding affections, perfection 
makes its appearance—for the first time in English ethics— 
by the side of happiness. 

Joseph Butler* (1692-1752; Sermons on Human Nature, 
1726; cf. p. 194) maintains still more strictly than Hutch 
eson the immediatencss both of the affections and the moral 
estimation of them. Pie declares that even the self-regard¬ 
ing impulses as such are uii-egoistic, and makes moral judg¬ 
ment leave out of view all consequences, either foreseen or 
present, whereas his predecessor had resolved the goodness 
of the action into its advantageous effects (not for the agent 
and the spectator, but for its object and) for society. The 
conscience—so Butler terms the moral sense—directly ap¬ 
proves or disapproves characters and actions in themselves, 
no matter what good or ill they occasion in the world. 
We judge a mode of action good, not because it is useful to 
society, but because it corresponds to the demands of the 
conscience. This must be unconditionally obeyed, what¬ 
ever be the issue. We must not act contrary to truth and 
justice, even if it should seem to bring about more liappi- 
ness than misery.—Butler, too, furnishes material for 
the ethics of Hume, by his revival of the separation, pre¬ 
viously defended by the Stoics, of desire and j)assion from 
self-love or interest. Self-love desires a thing because it 
expects pleasure from it, but the natural imi)ulses imj^el 
us toward their objects immediately, i.e., without a repre¬ 
sentation of the pleasure to he gained; and repetition 
is necessary before the artificial motive of egoistic pleas¬ 
ure-seeking can be added to the natural motive of inborn 
desire. Self-love always presupposes original, immiediate 
affections. 

The English moral science of the century is brought to 
a conclusion by Adam Smithf (1723-90), the celebrated 

* Cf. Collins’s Butler, Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics, 1881— 

t Cf. Farrer’s Adam Smith, English Philosophers Series, 1880 —Tr, 
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founder of political economy ♦ Smith not only takes into 
consideration—like his greater friend, Hume—all the prob¬ 
lems proposed by his predecessors, but, further (in his 
Theory of Moral Sentiments, 1759, published while he was 
professor at Glasgow), combines the various attempts at 
their solution, not by eclectic co-ordination but by working 
them over for himself, and arranges them on a uniform prin¬ 
ciple, thus accomplishing a work which has not yet received 
due recognition beyond the limits of his native land. He 
reached this comprehensive moral principle by recognizing 
the full bearing of a thought which Hume had incidentally 
expressed, that moral judgment depends on participation in 
the feelings of the agent, and by follovvinig out with fine 
psychological observation this sympathy of men into its first 
and last manifestations. In this way a twofold kind of 
morality was revealed to him: mere propriety of behavior 
and real merit in action. On the one hand, that is, the 
sympathy of the spectator—as Hume has one-sidedly em¬ 
phasized—is directed to tlie utility of the consequences (or 
to the “merit**) of tlie action, and, on the other, to the fitness 
of tlie motives (or their “propriety**). An action is proper 
when the impartial spectator is able to sympathize with its 
motive, and meritorious if he can sympathize also with its 
end or effect; i.c., if, in the first case, the feelings are suitable 
to their objects (neither too strong nor too weak), and, in 
the second case, the consequences of the act are advanta¬ 
geous to others. Merit = propriety + utility. The main 
conclusion is this: Sympathy is that by means of which 
virtue is recognized and approved, as w^ell as that which 
is ai)i)roved as virtue; it is ratio cognoscendi as well as 
ratio cssendi, the criterion as well as the source of moral¬ 
ity. Thus Smith endeavors to solve the two principal 
problems of English ethics—the criterion and the origin of 
virtue—^with a common answer. 

“Sympathy** denotes primarily nothing more than the 
innate and purely formal power of imitating to a certain 
degree the feelings of others. From this modest germ is 

* The epoch-making work, with which he called economic science 
into existence. The Wealth of Nations, appealed in 1776. C£. Wilhelm 
Hassbach, Untersuchungen iiber Adam Smith, Leipsic, 1891. 
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developed by a progressive growth the wide-spreading tree 
of morality : moral judgment, the moral im]>erative with 
its religious sanction, and ethical character. Accordingly 
we may distinguish different stages in the development 
of sympathy—the psychological stage of more fellow-feeling 
the lesthetic stage of moral appreciation, the im.perative 
stage of moral precepts, which further on are construed 
as commands of God (the famous Kantian definition 
of religion was announced in Glasgow a generation earlier 
than in Kbnigsberg), finally, the concluding stage wherein 
these laws of duty are taken up into the disposition. 
Besides these, there results from the mechanism of the 
sympathetic feelings a series of phenomena, w hich, although 
they do not entirely conform to the ethical standard, yet 
exercise a salutary effect on the j>ernianence of society; 
c. (/., our exceptional judgment of the deeds of the great, 
the rich, and the fortunate, as also the higher worth ascribed 
to good (and, conversely, the greater guilt to bad) 
intentions when successfully carried out into action, in 
comparison with those which fall short of their result. 

The first, the purely psychological stage, includes three 
cases. The spectator sympathizes (1) with the feelings of 
the agent : (2) with the gratitude or anger of the person 
affected by the action ; (3) the person observed sympa¬ 
thizes in return with the imitative and judging feelings of 
the spectator. 

The fundamental law's of sympathy are as follows : Wc 
are roused to imitate the feeling of another by the perception 
either of its signs (its natural consequences or its natural 
expression in visible and audible motions), or of its causes 
(the circumstances and experiences wdiich occasion it), the 
latter exercising a more potent influence than the fontier. 
The w’ooden leg of the beggar is more effective in exciting 
our pity than his anxious air ; the sight of dental instru¬ 
ments is more eloquent than the plaints of the sufferer from 
toothache. In order to be able to imitate vividly the feel¬ 
ings of a person, we must know the causes of them.—^The 
feeling of the spectator is, on the average, less intense than 
that of the person observed, so long as the latter does not 
control and repress his emotions in view of the calmness of 
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the former. The difference of intensity between the ori^- 
nal and the sympathetic feelings differs widely with the 
various classes of emotions. It is difficult to take part in 
feelings which arise from bodily conditions, but easy to share 
those in the production of which the imagination is con¬ 
cerned—Whence easier to share in hope and fear than in 
])leasurc and pain.—We sympathize more readily with feel¬ 
ings which are agreeable to the observer, the observed, and 
(»ther participants than with such as are not so; more 
willingly, therefore, with cheerfulness, love, benevolence 
than with grief, hatred, malevolence. This is not only true 
of temporary affections, but especially of those general 
dis})ositions which depend on a more or less happy situation 
in life; we sympathize more vividly with the fortunes 
of the rich and noble, because we consider them happier 
than the poor and lowly. Wealth and high rank are objects 
of general desire chiefly because their possessor enjoys the 
advantiigc of knowing that whatever gives him joy or sor¬ 
row always arouses similar feelings in countless other men. 
The root of all ambition is the wish to rule over the hearts 
of our fellows by compelling them to make our feelings their 
own; the central nerve of all happiness consists in seeing 
our own sensations shax*cd by those about us and reflected 
back, as it were, from manifold mirrors. Small annoy¬ 
ances often have a diverting effect on the spectator: 
great success easily excites his envy; gveiii sorrows and 
minor joys, on the contrary, are always sure of our sym- 
]>athy. , Hence the morose man, to whom everything is an 
occasion of ill-humor, is nowhere welcome, and the man of 
cheerful disposition, who rejoices in each little event and 
Avhose good spirits are contagious, everywhere. 

Not less admirable than the fine gift of observation 
which guides Smith in his discovery of the primary mani¬ 
festations and the laws of sympathy is the skill with which 
he deduces moral phenomena, from the simplest to the 
most comiplex—amoral judgment, the moral law, its appli¬ 
cation to one’s own conduct, the conscience—from the inter¬ 
change of sympathetic feelings. From involuntary com¬ 
parison of the representative feeling of the spectator with 
its original in the person observed arises an aigreeable or 

14 
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disagreeable feeliug ui judginenl, a juclgiiient of value, a]>i>i*o- 
liating or rejecting the latter. ‘Phis is apjjroving when the 
intensity of the original harmonizes with that of tlie co]>y, 
disa])proving when the former exceeds or fails to atuiin the 
latter. In the one case the emotion is judged suitable to 
the object which causes it; in the other, too violent or 
too weak. Jt is always a certain mean of passion which, 
as “proper,” receives approval (esteem, love, or admira¬ 
tion). In the case of the .social passions excess is more 
readily condoned, in the case of the unsocial and selfish 
ones, defect; hence we judge the over-.sensitive more 
leniently than the over-vengeful. .Anger must be well- 
grounded and must express itself with great moderation 
to arouse in the spectator a like degree of sympathetic 
resentment. For here the snnixithy of the spectator is 
divided between two parties, and fellow-feeling witli the 
apgrjr' one is weakened by fear for the person menaced 
by him, whereas, in the case of kind atfectioiis, sympathy 
is increased by doubling. W hile our judgment of pro¬ 
priety or decorum rests on simple participation in tlie 
sentiments of the agent, our judgment (H* merit and demerit 
is 'based, in addition, on sympathy with the feelings of 
gratitude or resentment experienced l)y the j)ersoii on 
whom the action tenninates. An act is meritorious if it 
appears to us to deserve thanks and reward, ill-deserving 
if it seems to merit resentment and punishment, .\ature 
has inscribed on the heart, apart from all reflection on the 
utility of punishment, an independent, immediate, and 
instinctive approl>ation of the sacred law of retribution. 
This is the point at which a hitherto i)urcly contemplative 
sympathy pas.ses over into an active impulse, which pre¬ 
pares us to support the victim of attack and insult in hi.s 
defense and revenge. 

This participation in the circumstances and feelings of 
others is a reciprocal phenomenon. The spectator takes 
pains to share the sentinients of the person observed; and 
the latter, on his part, endeavors to reduce the emotions 
which move him to a degree which will render participation 
in them possible for the former. In these reciprocal efforts 
w^e have the beginnings of the two classes of virtues—^the 
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gentle, amiable virtne> of symimthy and sensi])ility, and the 
exalted, estimable virtues of self-denial and self-command. 
Both of these conditions of mind, however, are considered 
virtues only when they are manifested in unusual intensity: 
humanity is a remarkably delicate fellow-feeling, greatness 
of soul a rare degree of self-command, f/riie consideration 
for those about t)ne which is ethically demanded is given, 
moreover, to a certain extent involuntarily. The. man in 
trouble and the merr\^ man alike restrain themselves in the 
company of persons who •are indifferent, or in an opposites 
mood, while they give rein to their emotions when with 
those similarly affected. Jrw is enhanced by sympathy, and 
grief mitigated.) Thus the perfection of human nature and 
the divinely willed harmony among the feelings of men are 
dependent on every man feeling little for himself and much 
for others; on his holding his selfish inclinations in check 
and giving free course to his benevolent ones. This is the 
injunction of Christianity as well as of nature. And as, on 
the one hand, the content of the moral law is thus deduced 
from sympathy, so, on the other, this yields the formal cri¬ 
terion of good: Look u]>on thy sentiments and actions in 
the light in which the im])artial spectator would see them. 
-Conscience is the spectator taken up into our own breast. 
It remains to consider the origin of this third, imperative 
>ta'ge. 

From daily exi^ericnce of the fact that we judge the con¬ 
duct of others, and they ours, and from the wish to gain 
their approval, arises the habit of subjecting our own actions 
to criticism. We learn to look at ourselves through the eyes 
.of others, wc assign the spectator and judge a jdacc in our 
own heart, we make his calm objective judgment our own, 
and hear the man within calling to us: Idiou art respon¬ 
sible for thy acts and intentions. In this way we are 
]>laced in a position to overcome two great delusions, one 
.of passion, which overestimates the present at the expense 
. of the future, and one of self-love, which overestimates the 
individual at the expense of other men; delusions from 
which the impartial si>ectator is free, for the pleasure of 
the moment seems to him no more desirable than pleasure 
to come, and one person is just the same to him as another. 
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Through comparison of like cases in the exercise of self- 
examination certain rules or principles are fonnecl concern¬ 
ing what is right and good. Reverence for these general 
rules of living is called the sense of duty. The last step in 
the process consists in our enhancement of the binding 
authority of moral rules by looking on them as com¬ 
mands of God. Here Smith adds subtle discussions of the 
question, in what cases actions ought to be done simply out 
of regard for these abstract maxims, and in what others we 
welcome the co-operation of a natural impulse or passion. 
We ought to lie angry and to punish with reluctance, merely 
because reason enjoins it, but, on the other hand, we should 
Ije benevolent and grateful from affection: she is not a 
model wife who performs her duties merely from a sense of 
duty, and not from inclination also. Further, in all cases 
where the rules cannot be formulated with perfect exact¬ 
ness and definiteness (as they can in the case of justice), 
and are not al)solutely valid without exception, reverence 
for them must be assisted by a natural taste for modifying 
and supplementing the general maxims to suit particular 
instances. 

In this sketch of the course of Smith’s moral philosophy 
much that is fine and much that is of im[)ortance has of 
necessity been passed over—^liis excellent analysis of the 
relai.ions of benevolence and justice, and numerous descrip¬ 
tions of traits of character, c.r/., his ingenious i)arallel 
between pride and vanity. We may briefly mention, in 
conclusion, his observations on the irregularities of moral 
judgment. Prosperity and success exert an influence on 
this, which, though hurtful b) its piirit\', must, on tlic 
whole, be considered advantageous to mankind. Our 
lenience toward the defects of princes, the great, and the 
rich, and our over-praise for their excellent qualities are, 
from the moral standpoint, an injustice, but one which has 
this advantage, that it encourages ambition and industry, 
and maintains social distinctions intact, which without 
loyalty and respect toward superiors would be broken down. 
For most men the road to fortune coincides with the path 
to virtue. Again, it is a beneficent provision of nature that 
we put a higher estimate on a successfully executed act of 
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benevolence, and reward it more, than a kind intention 
which fails of execution; that we jiul^e and punish the 
purposed crime vvhidi is not carried out more leniently 
i>han tile one which is completed; that we even ascribe a cer* 
.tain decree of accountability to an unintentional act of good 
or evil—^although in these cases the moralist is compelled to 
see an ethically unjustifiable corruption of the judgment 
by external success or failure beyond the control of the 
agent. The first of these irregularities does not allow the 
man of good intentions to content himself with noble 
-.lesires meiely, but spurs him on to greater endeavors to 
carr>^ them out—man is created for action; the second 
protects us from the inquisitorial questioning of motives, 
for it. is easy for the most innocent to fall under grave 
suspicion. To this inconsistency of feeling we owe the 
?iecessary legal principle that deetls only, not intentions, 
are punishable. God has reserv^ed for himself judgment 
concerning dispositions. The third irregularity, that he 
who inllicLs unintentional injury is not guilty, even 
in his own eyes, but yet seems bound to make atonement 
and reparation, is useful in so far as it w^arns everyone 
ix) lx; prudent, while the corresponding illusion, in virtue 
of which we are grateful to an involuntary benefactor— 
for instance, the bearer of good tidings—and reward him, is 
at least not harmful, for any reason appears sufficient for 
the bestowal of kind intentions and actions. 

It is impossible to explain in brief the relation of Smith’s 
ethical theory to his political economy. His merit in the 
former consists in his comprehensive and characteristic 
combination of the results reached by his predecessors, and 
in his preparation for Kantian views, so far as this was pos¬ 
sible from the empirical standpoint of the English. His 
impartial spectator was the forerunner of the categorical 
imperative. 

English ethics after Smith may, almost without excep¬ 
tion, he termed eclecticism. This is true of Ferguson {Insti¬ 
tutes of Moral Philosophy, 1769); of Paley (1785) ; of the 
Scottish School (Diigald Stewart, 1793). Bentham’s utili- 
*,tarianism was the first to bring in a new phase. 
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4. Hieory of Knowledge. 

(a) Berkeley.— (xcorge Berkeley, a native of Ireland., 
Hishop of Clovne (1685—1753; Au Essay tonnird a NeTi‘ 
Theory of Vision, 170‘>; .4 Treatise concerning the Princi¬ 
ples of Human Knozcledge, 1710: Three Dialogues between 
Ilylas and Philonous, 1713: Aleiphron, or the Minute 
Philosopher. 1732, against the freethinkers: IVorhs, 1784. 
Fraser’s edition of the Collected Works appeared in 1871, 
in four volumes),'^' is related to lA)cke as vSpinoza 1<' 
Desairtes. He notices blemishes and contradictions allowed 
by his predecessor to remain, and, recognizing that the diffi¬ 
culty is not to be remedied by minor corrections and artifi¬ 
cial hypotheses, goes back to the fimdainental principle?, 
takes these more earnestly than their author, and, by carry¬ 
ing them out more strictly, arrives at a new view of the 
world, d'he points in Locke’s doctrines which invited a 
further advance were the following: Locke proclaims that 
our knowledge extends no further than our ideas, and that 
truth consists in the agreement of ideas among themselves, 
not in the agreement of ideas with things. I'iut this prin¬ 
ciple had scarcel}* been announced before it was violated. Tn 
si)ite of his limitation of knowledge to ideas, Locke main¬ 
tains that we know (if not the inner constitution, yet) tin 
qualities and powers of things without us. and have a 
“ sensitive ” certainty of their existence. Against this, it i.s 
to l)e said that there are no primary qualities, that is, quali¬ 
ties which exist without as well as within us. Extension. 
motion, solidity, which are cited as such, are just as piireJ\ 
sTibjective states in us as color, heat, and sweetness. Im¬ 
penetrability is nothing more than the fciiing ot resistance, 
an idea, therefore, whicii .self-evidently can he nowhere else 
than in the mind experiencing it. lixtension, size, distance, 
and motion arc not even sensations ( we sec colors only, noi 
quantitative determinations), hut relations which we in 
thinking add to the sense-qualities rsecoiidary <]ualities). 
and which we arc n(»t able to represent apart from thean: 

*Cf. also Fraser's Berkeley (Blackwood’s Pliilosopliical Classics) 
1881 ; Fraser’s Selections from Bcrlicley, 4th cd., 1891 ; and Krautli’s 
edition of the Principles, with notes from several sources, 

especially those translated from Uebervveg.—^T r. 
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their relativity alone would forbid ns to consider them ohjec 
tive. And material substances, the support'' of qualitie'^ 
invented by the philosoi)hers, are not only unknown, but 
entirely non-existent. Abstract matter is a phrase without 
meaning, and individual things are collections of ideas in us, 
nothing more. If w(^ take a^vay all sense-qualities from a 
thing, absolutel}' nothing remains. Our ideas are not 
merely the only (objects of knowledge, but also the only ex¬ 
isting things —nothiuq c.rists except minds and their ideas. 
Spirits alone are active* beings, they only are indivisible 
substances, and have real existence, while the being of bodies 
(as dq>endent, inert, variable beings, which are in a constant 
process of becoming) consists alone in their appearance to 
spirits and their being perceived by them. Incogitative, 
hence ]><issi\’e, beings are neither substances, nor capable of 
producing ideas in us. Those ideas which we do not our¬ 
selves ])r()duco are the effects of a spirit which is mightier 
than we. With fliis a second inconsistency was removed 
which had been over-looked by I.ocke, who had ascribe^l 
active ]K»wer to spirits alone and denied it to matter, but at 
the same time had made tlic former affected by the latter. 
If external sense is to mean the capacity for having ideas 
occasioned by the action of extenial material things, then 
there is no external sense. A third point wherein l^ocke had 
not gfme far enough f(jr his successor, concerned the favorite 
English doctrine of nominalism. ].,ocke. with his prede¬ 
cessors, had maintained that all reality is individual, and 
that universals exist only in the abstracting understanding. 
l^Voni this point Berkeley advances a step further, the last, 
indeed, which svas possible in this dircctiou, by bringing into 
question the possibility even of abstract ideas. As all beings 
are [>articular things, so all ideas are particular ideas. 

Berkeley looks on the refutation of these two fundamen¬ 
tal mistakes—the assumption of general ideas in the mind, 
and the belief in tlie existence of a material world outside it 
—^as his life work, holding them the chief sources of atheism, 
doubt, and ]>hilosophical discord. The first of these errors 
arises from the use of language. Because wc employ words 
which denote more than one object, we have believed our¬ 
selves warranted in concluding that we liave ideas which 
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correspond to the extension of the words in question, and 
which contain only those characteristics which are uniformly 
found in all objects so named. This, however, is not the 
case.* We speak of many things which we cannot repre¬ 
sent; names do not always stand for ideas. The definition^ 
of the wrfrd triangle as a three-sided figure bounded by 
straight lines, makes demands upon us which our faculties 
of imagination are never fully able to meet; for the triangle 
that we represent to ourselves is always either right-angled 
or oblique-angled, and not—as we must demand from the 
abstract conception of the figure—‘both and neither at once. 
The name ‘‘ man includes men and women, children and 
tJie aged, but we are never able to represent a man except 
as an individual of a definite age and sex. Nevertheless we 
are in a position to make a safe use of these non-presentative 
but useful abbreviations, and by means of a particular idea to 
develop truths of wider application. This takes place when, 
in the demonstration, those qualities are not considered 
which distinguish the idea from others with a like name. 
In this case the given idea stands for all others which 
are knowm by the same name; the representative ideii is not 
universal, but serves as such. Thus when I have demon¬ 
strated the proposition, the sum of all the angles of a triangle 
is equal to two right angles, for a given triangle, I do not 
need to prove it for every triangle thereafter. For not only 
the color and size of the triangle are indifferent, but its other 
peculiarities as well; the question whether it is right-angled 
or obtuse-anigled, whether it has equal sides, whether it has 
equal or unequal angles, is not mentioned in the demonstra¬ 
tion, and has no influence upon it. Abstracta exist only in 
this sense. In considering the individual Paul I can attend 
exclusively to those characteristics which he has in common 
with all men or with all living beings, but it is impossible 
for me to represent this complex of common qualities apart 
from his individual peculiarities. Self-observation shows 
that wre have no general concepts; reason, that we can have 

* Against the Bcrkelcyan denial of abstract notions the popular 
philosopher, Joh. Jak. Engel, directed an essay, Uehcr die Realitiit 
aitgemciner Bcgriffe (Engel’s Schriften,vo]. x.), to which attention has 
been called by O. Licbmann, Analysis der Wirklichkeit^ 2d cd., p. 473. 
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none, for the combination of opposite elements in one idea 
would be a contradiction in terms. Motion in general, 
neither swift nor slow, extension in general, at once great 
and small, abstract matter without sensuous determinations 
—these can neither exist nor be perceived. 

The materialistic hypothesis—so Berkeley terms the 
assumption that a material world exists apart from pcrceiv;^ 
ing mind, and independently of being perceived—is, first, un¬ 
necessary, for the facts which it is to explain can be explain¬ 
ed as wtII, or even better, without it; and, second, false, 
since it is a contradiction to suppose that an object can exist 
unperceived, and that a sensation or idea is the copy of any¬ 
thing itself not a sensation or idea. Ideas are the only 
objects of the understanding. Sensible qualities (white, 
sweet) are sulijective states of the soul; sense objects 
(sugar), sensation-complexes. If sensations need a sub¬ 
stantial suf)(i)ort, this is the soul which perceives them, not 
an external thing which can neither perceive nor be per¬ 
ceived. Single ideas, and those combined into objects, can 
exist nowhere else than in the mind; the being of sense 
objects consists in their being perceived (mr cst pcrcipi)^ 
I sec light and feel heat, and combine these sensations of 
sight and touch into the substance fire, because I know from 
experience that they constantly accompany and suggest each 
other.’*' The assumption of an object'' apart from the 
idea is as useless as its existence would be. Why should God 
create a world of real things without the mind, when these 
can neither enter into the mind, nor (because unperceived) 
be copied by its ideas, nor (because they themselves lack 
perception and power) produce ideas in it? Ideas signify 
nothing but themselves, i.c., affections of the subject. 

The further question arises, What is the origin of ideas? 
Men have been le<l into this erroneous belief in the reality 
of the material world by the fact that certain ideas are not 
subject to our will, while others are. Sensations are distin- 

* The fire that I sec is not the cause of the pain which I experience 
in approaching it, but the visual image of the flame is only a sign 
which warns me not to go too near. If I look through a microscope 
I sec a different object from the one perceived with the naked eye* 
Two persons never see the same object, they merely have like 
sensations. 
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guished from the ideas of imagination, which we can excite 
and alter at ]>leasure, by their greater strenjgth, liveli¬ 
ness, and distinctness, by their steadiness, regular order, 
and coherence, and by the fact that they arise without our 
aid and whether we will or no. Unless these ideas are self- 
originated they must have an external cause. This, how¬ 
ever, can be nothing else than a willing, thinking Being; 
for without will it could not be active and act upon me, 
and without ideas of its own it could not communicate idea- 
to me. Because of the manifoldness and regularity of 
our sensations the Being which produces them must, fur¬ 
ther, possess infinite power and intelligence. The ideas of 
imagination are produced by ourselves, real perceptions 
are produced by God. ^fhe connected whole of divinely 
produced ideas we call nature, and the constant regularitx' 
in their succession, the laws of nature. The iiivaria])lenes- 
of the divine working and the ])ur|X)sive harmony of creation 
re\^eal the wisdom and goodness of the Almighty more 
clearly than “ astonishing and exceptional events.” When 
we hear a man sj^eak we reason froju this activity to his 
existence. How much le.ss are we entitled to doubt the 
existence of God, who speaks to us in the thousandfold 
works of nature. 

The natural or created ideas which God impresses on us 
are coipies of the eternal ideas which he himself perceives, 
not, indeed, by passive sensation, but through his creative 
reason. Accordingly when it was maintained that thing- 
do not exist independently of perception, the reference wa> 
not to the individual spirit, but to all spirits. When I turn 
my eyes away from an object it continues to exist, indee<l. 
after my perception has ended—in the minds of other men 
and in that of the Omnipresent One. The pantheistic 
conclusion of these principles, in the sense of Geulincx and 
Malebranche,* whicli one expects, was really sugge^sted by 

* The example of Arthur Collier shows that the same results which 
Berkeley reaches empirically can he obtained from the standpoint o£ 
rationalism. Following Malebranchc, and developing further tlie 
idealistic tendencies of the latter, Collier had, indq)endenrly of 
Berkeley, conceivcrl the dcKtrine of the non-existence or im|X>ssi:biUt\' 
of an external world”: but had not worked it out in his Claris 
Universalisf 1713, until .after the appearance of I^rkcley’.s chief work, 
and not without consideration of this. The general point of view- 
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Berkeley. Everything exists only in virtue of its participa¬ 
tion in the one, ]>ermanent, all-comi^rehensive si|jirit; indivi¬ 
dual spirits are of the same nature with the universal reason, 
only they are less perfect, limited, and not pure activit)-. 
while God is passionless intelligence*. But. if, in the last 
analysis, (lod is the cause of all, this does not hold of the 
free actions of men, least of all of wicked ones. The free¬ 
dom of the will must not be rejected because of ihc contra¬ 
dictions which its acceptance involves; motion, also, and 
mathematical infinity imply incomprehensible elements. In 
the ])hil()s()phy of nature Jferkeley prrfcrs the telcol(»gical 
the mechanical view, since the latter is able to discover 
the laws of phenomena only, but iK>t their efficient and final 
causes. Sense and experience acrpiaint us merely with the 
course of phenometial effects; the reason, which opens up t(» 
us the realm of causation, of the sj)iriuial, is the only sure 
guide to science and truth, 'flic understanding does not 
feel, the senses do not know. We have no (sensuous) 
idea of other spirits, but only a notion of them; instead of 
themselves we perceive their activities merely, from whiciT 
we argue to souls like ourselves, while we know our own 
mind by immediate self-consciousness.’*' 

In contrast to the fearlessness with wdiich Berkeley pro¬ 
pounds his .spiritualism, his anxiems endeavors to take away 
the appearance of paradox from his inimaterialistic doc¬ 
trine, and ti) show its complete agreement with common 
sense, excite snr]>rise. Even the common man, he argues, 
desires nothing more than that his perceptions be real; 
the distinction between idea and object is an invention 
of philosophers. Here Berkeley cannot be acquitted of a 
certain sophistical play upon the tenn “ idea,” which, in 
fact, is anihigiious. He understands by it that 7C'//ir/i the 
.soul perceives (its immediate, inner object), hut the popular 

and the arguments are the same: Existence is equivalent to 
]x.‘rccived by God ; tiie creation of a real world of matter aptirt from 
the ideal world in God and from sensuous {)erccptions in us would 
have t)cen a superfluous device, etc. 

* It should he remcmbcrctl, however, that this immediate knowledge 
of ourselves is alsr> “ not after the manner of an idea or sensation.'* 
Our knowledge of spirits is always mediated by “ notions ” not by 
“ ideas ” in the strict sense, that is, not by “ images.” Cf. Principks., 
5!^ 27, 13*5 seq,^ especially in the second edition.—^T r. 



220 


THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 


mind, that through 'ivhich the soul perceives an object. The 
reality of an idea in us is different from the idea of a real 
thing, or from the reality of that which is perceived without, 
us by means of the idea, and it is just this last meaning which 
common sense affirms and Berkeley denies. In any case it 
was a work of great merit to have transferred the existence 
of objects beyond our ideas, of things-in-themselves, out of 
the region of the self-evident into the region of the problem¬ 
atical We never get beyond the circle of our ideas, and if 
we posit a thing-in-itself as the ground and o])jcct of the 
idea, this also is simph'^ a thought, an idea. For us there is 
no being except that of the percciver and the perceived. 
Later we shall meet two other forms of idealism, in Leibnitz 
and Ficlite. Both of these agree with Berkeley that spiritual 
beings alone are active, and active beings alone real, and that 
the being of the inactive consists in their being ]>erccived. 
But while in Berkeley the objective ideas are impressed 
upon finite spirits by the Infinite Spirit from without and 
>ingly, with Leibnitz they appear as a fullness of germs, 
which God implantecl together in the monads at the begin¬ 
ning, and which the individual develops into consciousness, 
and with Fichte they become the unconscious productions 
of the Absolute Ego acting in the individual egos. For the 
two former as many worlds exist as there arc individual 
spirits, their harmony being guaranteed, in the one case, by 
the consistency of God’s working, and, in the other, by his 
foresight. For Fichte, on the other hand, there is but one 
w’orld, for the absolute is not outside the individual spirits, 
but the uniformly W'Orking force w'ithin them. / 

(b) Hume. —David Hume was bom in Edinburgh in 1711, 
and died in the same city, 1776. His position as librarian, 
which he held in the place of his birth, 1752— Si, gave the 
Opportunity for his History of England (175*1— 62). His 
chief work, the Treatise on Human Nature, which, however, 
found few readers, was composed during his first residence 
in France in 173-1—37. Later he worked over the first book 
of this work into his Enquiry concerning Human Under¬ 
standing (1748); the second book into A Dissertation on 
the Passions ; and the third into An Enquiry concerning the 
Principles of Morals. These, and others of his essays, found 
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so much favor that, during his second sojourn in France, as 
secretary to Lord Hertford, in 1763—66, he was alreadx 
honored as a philosopher of world-wide renown. Tlien, after 
serving for some time as Under-Secretary of State, he 
retired to private life at home (1769). 

The three books of the Treatise on Human Nature, which 
ai>peared in 1739—40, are entitled Of the Understanding, 
Of the Passions, Of Morals. Of the five volumes of the 
Essays, the first cont^iins the Essays Moral, Political, and 
Literary, 1741—42; the second, the Enquiry concerning 
Human Understanding, 1748; the third, the Enquiry con¬ 
cerning the Principles of Morals, 1751; the fourth, the 
Political Discourses, 1752; the fifth, 1757, the Four Disser¬ 
tations, including that On the Passions and the Natural 
History of Religion. After Hume's death a]>j>eared the 
Autobiography, 1777; the Dialogues concerning Natural 
Religion, 1779\ and the two small essays on Suicide and the 
Immortality of the Soul, 1783.* Tho, Philosophical IVorks 
were published in 1827, and frecptenlly aftcrward.t 

Hume’s object, like that of Berkeley, is the improvement 
of Locke’s doctrine (jf k.iiovvledge. In several re&pects he 
does not go so far as Berkeley, in others very much farther. 
In agreement with Berkeley’s ultra-nominalism, which corn- 
hats even the possibility of abstract ideas, he yet does not 
follow him to the extent of denying external reality. On the 
other hand, he carries out more consistently Berkeley’s hint 
that immediate sensation includes less than is ascribed to it 
(e.g., that by vision we perceive colors only, and not dis¬ 
tance, etc.), as well as his princip]c-“-destructive to the ccr- 
tiiinty of our knowledge of nature—that there is no causality 
among phenomena; and brings the question of substance to 
the negative conclusion, that there is no need whatever for 
a support for groups of qualities, and, therefore, that sub- 

•Or 1777, cf. Green and Grose’s edition, vol. iii. p. 67 seq. —^Tr. 

t Among the works on Hume we may mention Jodi’s prize treatise, 
1872, aiul Huxley’s Hume (English Men of Letters), 1879. [The 
reader may lx; referrctl also to Knight’s Hume (Blackwood’s Philo¬ 
sophical Classics), 1886 ; to T. H. Green’s “Introductions” in Green 
and Grose’s edition of the collected w'orks in four volumes, 1874 (new 
ed. 1889—^90), which is now standard ; and to Sclby-Higge’s reprint 
of the original edition of tlic Treatise, 1 vol., 1888, with a valuable 
Analytical Index, 
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stantiality is to l)e (k*tiied to immaterial as well as to 
material beings. The points in laK'ke’s ])liilosc>phy which 
seemed to Hume to need completion were ditferent from 
those at which Berkeley had struck in. Tlie antithesis of 
rational and empirical knowledge is more sharply conceived; 
the combination of ideas is not left to the choice of the 
understanding but ])laciHl under the dominion of psycho¬ 
logical laws; and to the distinction between outer and inner 
experience (to the ionner of which priority is conceded, on 
the ground that we must have had an external sensation 
before we can. through reflection* be conscious of it as an 
internal phenomenon), there is added a second, as important 
as the other and crossing it, ])etween impressions and ideas, 
.of which the former are likewise made ]>rior to the latter. 

Everyone will acknowledge the considerable diflereiice 
between a sensation actually ])re.sent (of heal, for instance) 
and the mere idea of one ])revioiisIy cx})erienced, or shortly 
to come, d'his consists in the greater force, liveliness, and 
vividness of the former. Although these two classes of 
states (the idea of a Iandsca|>e described by a poet- and the 
]>crception of a real one, anger and the thought, of anger) 
are only quantitatively distinct, they are scarcely ever in 
danger of being confused—the most lively idea is always less 
so than the weakest perception. 'I'hc actual, outer or inner, 
sensations may he termed impressions; the weaker images 
of memory or imagination, which they le:u t* behind them, 
ideas, {since nothing can gain entrance to the soul exce])t 
through the two portals of outer and inner (experience, there 
is no idea which has not arisen from an impression or several 
.'.uch; every idea is the image and copy of an impression. 
But as the understanding and imagination variously com¬ 
bine, separate, and trans]:)ose the elements furnished by 
the senses and lingering in memory, the possibility of error 
arises. A hidden, and, therefore more dangerous source 
of error consists in the reference of an idea to a different 
impression than the one of which it is the cO]>y. The con¬ 
cepts substance and cau.sality arc examples of such false 
reference. 

The combination of ideas takes place without freedom, in 
a purely mechanical w'ay according to fixed rules, which in 
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the last analysis reduce to three fundamental laws of associa¬ 
tion: Ideas are associated (1) according to their resemhlancc 
and contrast; (2) according to their contiguity in s})ace and 
time; (3) according to their causal connection. Mathema¬ 
tics is Ijascd on the operation of the first of these laws, on 
the inmiediate or mediate knowledge of tlie resemljlance, con¬ 
trariety, and quantitcitive relations of ideas; the descriptive 
and experimental part of the sciences of nature and of man 
on the second, religion, metaphysics, and that part of 
]>hysical and moral science which goes beyond mere obser- 
\atioii on the third. The theory of knowledge has to deter¬ 
mine the lK)un(laries of human understanding and the degree 
of credibility to which these sciences are entitled. 

'I'he objects of human thought and inquiry are either rela- 
lions of ideas or matters of fact. To the foimer class belong 
the objects of mathematics, the truths of which, since they 
are analytic { i.e,, merely explicate in the predicate the 
characteristics already contained in the subject, and add 
uv.)thing new to this), and since they concern possible rela¬ 
tions only, not reality, ].H)ssess intuitive or demonstrative 
certainty. It is only projxLsitions concerning quantity and 
num])er that are discoverable a priori by the mere opera¬ 
tion of thought, without dependence on real existence, and 
(hat can be proved from the impossibility of their oppo¬ 
sites—^mathematics is the only demonstrative science. 

WT' reach certainty in matters of fact by direct perception, 
or by inferences from other facts, when they transcend the 
testimony of our senses and memory. These arguments 
from experience are of an entirely different sort from the 
rational demonstrations of mathematics; as the contrary 
of a fact is always thinkable (the proposition that the sun 
will not rise to-morrow implies no logical contradiction), 
they yield, strictly speaking, probability only, no matter 
how strong our conviction of their accuracy may be. Never¬ 
theless it is advisable to separate this species of inferences 
from experience—whose certainty is not doubted except 
:by the philosophers—from uncertain probabilities, as a 
class intennediate between the latter and demonstrative 
truth (demonstrations—proofs—^probabilities). All reason¬ 
ings concerning matters of fact are leased on the relation of 
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cause and effect. Whence, then, do we obtain the kiiowle<%e 
of cause and effect? Not by a f^riori thought. Pure reason 
is able only to analyze concepts into their elements, not to 
connect new predicates with them. All its judgments are 
analytic, while synthetic judgments rest on exiKTience. 
Judgments concerning causation belong in this latter class, 
for effects are entirely distinct from causes, the effect is not 
conttiined in the cause, nor the latter in the former. In the 
case of a phenomenon previously unknown we cannot tell 
from what causes it has proceeded, nor what its effect will 
be. We argue that fire Avill warm ns, and bread afford 
nourishment, because we have often perceived these causal 
pairs closelv connected in space and time. Put even ex¬ 
perience does not vouchsafe all that we desire. It shows 
nothing more tlitiii the coexistence and succession of phe¬ 
nomena and events: while the judgment itself, that 
the motiem of one body stands in causal connection with 
that of another, asserts more than mere contiguity in si>ace 
and time, it affiniis not merely that the one precedes the 
other, but that it produces it—not merely that the second 
follows the first, but that it results from it. The bond which 
connects the two events, the force that puts forth the second 
from the first, the nccessarj' connection between the two 
is not perceived, but added to perception by thought, con¬ 
strued into it.* What, then, is the occasion and wliat the 
warrant for transforming perceived succession in time into 
causal succession, for substituting must for is, for inteq>ret- 
ing the observed connection of fact into a necess^iry connec¬ 
tion w^hich always eludes observation? 

We do not causally connect every chance pair of succes¬ 
sive events, but those only which have been repeatedly 
observed together. The Avonder is, then, that through oft- 
repeated observation of certain objects we come to believe 
that we know something about the behavior of other like 
objects, and the further behavior of these same ones. From 
the fact that I have seen a given apple fall ten time t/O the 

* The weakness oi the concept of cause had been recognized before 
Hume by the skeptic, J. Glanvil (1636—80). Causality itself cannot 
be perceived ; we infer it from tlie constant succession of two pheno¬ 
mena, without being able to show warrant for the transformation of 
thereafter into thereby. 
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ground, I infer that all the apples in the world do the same 
when loosened, instead of flying upward, whicli, in itself, is 
([uite as thinkable; I infer further that this has always been 
i.he case, and wdll continue to be so to all eternity. Where 
is the intermediate link between the proposition, “ I have 
foiind that such an object has always been attended with 
such an effect/* and this other, “ I foresee that other objects 
which are, in appearance, similar, will be attended with 
similar effects ’*? This postulate, that the future will be like 
the pcist, and that like causes will liave like effects, rests on 
a purely psychological Kasis. In virtue of the law’s of asso¬ 
ciation the sight of an object or event vividly recalls the 
image of a second, often observed in connection wdth the 
former, and leads us involuntarily to expect its appearance 
anev\ . The idea of causal connection is based on feeling 
(the feeling of inner determination to ]>ass from one idea to 
a second), not upon insight; it is a product of the imagina- 
lion, not of the understandini^:. h^rom the habitual percep¬ 
tion «>i two event.s in connection (sunshine and heat) arises 
the* mental determination to think of the second when w^c 
jHTceive the first, and, anticipating the senses, to count on 
its appearance. It is now possible to state of what impres¬ 
sion the idea of the causal nexus is the copy: the impression 
on wdiich it is based is the habitual transition from the idea 
of a thing to its customary attendant. Hence the idea of 
causality has a purely subjective signiffcance, not the objec¬ 
tive one which wx ascril^e to it. It is impossible to deter¬ 
mine whether there is a real necessity of 1)ecoming corre¬ 
sponding to the felt necessity of thought. In life w’e never 
doubt the fact, but for science our conviction of the uni- 
formitv of nature remains a merely jwobable (though a very 
highly probable) conviction. Complete certainty is vouch¬ 
safed only by rational demonstration and immediate 
exi:)erience. The necessary bond wdiich we postulate 
hetw^cen cause and effect can neither be demonstrated nor 
felt. 

If all experiential rea.sonings depend on the idea of caus¬ 
ality, and this has no other support than subjective mental 
habit, it follows that all knowdedge of nature which goes 
beyond mere observed fact is not knowdedge (neither clemo-n- 
15 
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strative knowledge nor knowledge of fact), but belief.Ihe 
probability of oiir belief in the regularity of natural 
phenomena increases, indeed, with every new verification of 
the assumptions based thereon; but, as lias been .shown, it 
ne\'er rises h) absolute certainty. Nevertheless inferences 
from experience are trustworthy and entirely sufficient for 
practical life, and the aim of the above skejitical deliverances 
was not to shake belief—only a fool or a lunatic can doubt 
in earnest the inimutability of nature—but only to make it 
clear that it is mere belief, and not, as hitherto held, demon¬ 
strative or factual knowdedge. Our doubt is intended to 
define the boundary lie tween knowledge and belief, and 
to destroy that absolute confidence which is a hindrance 
rather than a help to investigation. \\ v should recognize 
it as a wise provision of nature tliat the regulation of our 
thoughts and the belief in the objective^ validity of our 
anticipation of future events have not been confided to the 
weak, inconstant, inert, and fallacious reason, but to a 
))Owerful instinct. In life and action we are governed by 
this natural impulse, in spite of all the scruples of the 
skeptical reason. 

In Hume's earlier work his destructive critique of the 
idea of cause is accompanied by a deliverance in a similar 
strain on the concept of substance, which is not included 
in the shorter revision. Substances are not perceived 
through impressions, but only qualities and powers. 'J'he 
unknown something which is supposed to have qualities, or 
in which these are supposed to inhere, is an unnecessary 
fiction of the imagination. A permanent similarity of attri¬ 
butes by no means requires a self-identical supiiort for these. 
A thing is nothing more than a collection of qualities, to 
which we give a special name because they are always found 
f,ogether. The idea of .substance, like the idea of cause, is 
founded in a subjective habit which we erroneously objectify. 
The impression from which it has arisen is our inner per¬ 
ception that our thought remains constant in the repeated 

* Hume distinguishes belief as a form of knowledge from religious 
faith, both in fact and in name. In the Treatise —the passage is 
wanting in the Enqtdry —our conviction of tlie external existence of 
the objects of perception is also ascribed to the former, which later 
formed Jacobi’s point of departure. Religious faith is referred to 
revelation. 
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iixi)erience of the same '^noiip of qualities (whenever I sec 
stij^ar, I do the same iliuiij, that is, 1 comibine the qualities 
vvhitc color, sweet taste, hardness, etc., with one another), 
or the impression (d a uniform combination of ideas. Tlie 
ide^i of substance liccomes (MToneous through the fact that 
we refer it not to tlie inner activity of representation, to 
wliich it rig^litly lx‘U)n^s, bu1 t^i the external grou]) of (juali- 
lies, and make il a real, permanent substratum for the 
iatter. ATental substances disappear along with material 
substances, 'fhe soul or mind is, in reality, nothing more 
than the sum of our inner slates, a collection of ideas which 
Ilow on in a continuous and regular stream; it is like a 
'tage, across which feelings, ])erce])tions, thoughts, and 
\-oIitions are ])assing while it does not itself come inki sight. 
A permanent self or ego. as a substratum of ideas, is not per¬ 
ceived; there is no invariable, pennanent impression. That 
which leads U) the Hssuin[)tion (d ])ersonal identity is only 
the fretjuent re])etilion of similar trains of ideas, and the 
gradual succession of tmr ideas, which is easily confused 
with constancy. Thus robbed of its substantiality, the soul 
lias no further claims to immateriality and inimortality, and 
suicide ceases to be a crime.*^ 

Is Hume roundly to be called a skei)tic?t He never 
impugned the validity of mathematical reasonings, nor 
. experimental truths concerning matters of fact ; in regard to 
the former his thought is rationalistic, in regard to the latter 
it is empirical or, more accurately, sensationalistic. His 
nttitude toward tlie empirical sciences of nature and of mind 


Cf. ilic essays on SttiiuJe and the Injiyiortality of the Soul, 178.b 
whose authorship by Hume, liowevcr, is not absolutely established (cf. 
(heen and Grose, as above, p. 221, note first.—^T r.] 

t Ill rhe Essay, Hume describes his own standpoint as mitigated or 
academical skepticism in antithesis to the (Cartesian, which from 
d/wbt and through doiibi hopes to reach the indubitable, and to tlic 
excessive skepticism of Pyrrhonism, which cripples the impulse to 
inquiry. This iwxicrate skepticism asks us only, after resisting the 
tendency to unreflecting conclusions, to make a duty of deliberation 
and caution in judging, and to restrain inquiry within those fields 
w hich are accessible to our knowledge, />., the fields of mathematics 
and empirical fact. In the Treatise Hume had favored a sharper 
skepticism and extended liis doubt more widely, c.g., even to the 
trustworthiness of geometry. Cf. on this point Ed. Grimm, Zur 
. Gcschichtf des Erkenntnissproblcms, 1890, p. 559 seq. 
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is that of a s cmi-skcp tic or probaibilist^ in so far as they go 
beyond the establishment of facts to the proof of connections 
under law and to inferences concerning the future, llabit is 
for him a safe guide for life, although it does not go beyond 
probabilities: absolute knowledge is unattainable for us, but 
not indispensable. Toward metaphysics, as an alleged 
science of the suprasensible, he takes U]> an entirely nega¬ 
tive attitude. If an argument from cxi)erience is to be 
assured of merely that degree of probability which is suffi¬ 
cient for belief, it must not only have a well-estaldished fact 
( an impression or memory-image) for its starting point-, Init. 
together with its conclusion, it ninst keep within the limit s 
of ]K)ssil)le cx])erjencc. The .limits of possible experience 
are also the limits of the knowable; inferences t-o the con¬ 
tinued existence of the soul after death and to the l)eing 
of God arc vain soi>histrv and illusion. According to the 
famous conclusion of the Essay, all volumes which contain 
anything other than “ a])stract reasonings concerning quantit y 
or numb er or “ experimental rea.sonings concerning matter 
of fact and existences ” deserve to ))c cominitte^d to the 
flames. In view ot this limitation of knowledge to that 
which is capable of exact measurement anrl that which is 
present in experience, as well of the ])rinciplc that the ele 
ments added by t-houglit are to be sharply distinguished 
from the j>ositively given (the immediate facts of percep¬ 
tion). we must agree with those who call Hume the fathe r 
of modern pcisita yism, * 

As a philosopher of religion Hume is the finisher and 
destroyer of deism. Of the three principles of the deists— 
religion, its origin and its truth are objects of scientific 
investigation; religion has its origin in the reason and tlic 
consciousness of duty; natural religion is the oldest, the posi¬ 
tive religions are degenerate or revived forms of natural 
religion—he accepts the first, while rejecting the other t/u’o. 
Religion may correspond to reason or contradict it, but not 
proceed from it. l^eligion has its basis in human nature, 
yet not in it.s rational but its sensuous side; not in the specu¬ 
lative desire for knowledge, but in practical needs; not in the 
* So Volkelt, Erfahmng und Denken, 1886, p. 105. 
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contemplation of nature, but in looking forward with fear or 
joy to the chani^ing events of Inuiian life. Anxiety and 
hope concerning future events lead us to posit unseen 
powers as directing our destiny, and to seek their favor. 
The capriciousness of fortune X)oints to a plurality of gods; 
the tendency to conceive all things like ourselves gives them 
human characteristics; the j)owerful impression made by all 
that comes within the sphere of the senses incites us to con¬ 
nect the divine power with visible objects; the allegorical 
laudation and deification of eminent men leads to a com- 
])leted polytheism. That this and not (mono-) theism was 
the original form of religion, Hume assumes to be a fact for 
historical times, and a well-founded conjecture for prehis¬ 
toric ages. Those who hold that humanity began with a 
})erfect religion find it difficult k) explain the obscuration 
of the truth, endow immature ages with a developed use of 
the reason which they can scarcely have po.ssessed, make 
error grow worse with increasing culture, and contradict the 
historical ])rogrcss upward which is everywhere else observed. 
The pliilosojdiical knowledge of God is a very late product 
of mature rellection; even monotheism, as a popular religion, 
did not arise from rational reflcclion, although its chief prin¬ 
ciple is in agreement with the results of philosophy, but 
from the same irrational motives as polytheism. Its origin 
from polytheism is accomplished hy the transformation of 
the leading god (the king of the gods or the tutelary deity 
of the nation) through the fear and emulous flattery of his 
votaries into the one, infinite, spiritual ruler of the world. 
Amid the folly of the superstitious herd, however, this re¬ 
fined idea is not long presented in its purity; the more 
exalted the conception entertained of the supreme deity, 
the more imperatively the need makes itself felt for the 
interpolation between this being and mankind of mediators 
and demigods, partaking more of the human nature of the 
worshipers and more familiar to them. Later a new purifica¬ 
tion takes place, so that the history of religion shows a con¬ 
tinuous alternation of the lower and higher fonns. 

After depriving theism of its prerogative of originality, 
Hume further takes away from it its fame as in every 
respect the best religion. It is disadvantageously distin- 
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guished from '|X)lytheism by the fact that it is more intoler- 
i ant. makes its followers pusillanimous, and, hv its incomipre- 
hcnsihle dogmas, puts their faith to severer tests; while 
is on a level with ])olytheism in that most of its adherents 
exalt belief in foolish mysteries, fanaticism, and the observ¬ 
ance of useless customs above the practice of virtue. 

The Natural IJistory of Rcligiov, which far outbids tlie 
conclusions of the. deists by its endeavors to ex])lain religion, 
not on rational, but on historical and psychological grounds, 
and to separate it entirely from knowledge l)y relegating it 
to the sphere of practice, leaves tlie jH)Ssibilitv of a philo¬ 
sophical knowledge of God an open ((uestion. 'fhe Din 
login's coiiccrmucf Natural Religion greatly diminish thi." 
hope. The most cogent argument for the intelligence or 
tlie world-ground, the teleological argument, is a hyj>othesi' 
which has grave weaknesses, and one to which many otlier 
erjually pn>))able bypothe.ses may be opposed. 'I'he finite 
world, with its defects and abounding misery amid all it." 
order and adaptation, can never yield an inference to an 
infinite, ])erfect unit-cause, to an all-powerful, all-wise, and 
bene\’olent deity. To this the eleventh section of th-,- 
Enquiry adds the argument, that it is inadmissible to ascribe 
to the inferred cause other properties than those which are 
ncces.sary to explain the observed effect, 'the tenth sccticni 
of the same Essay argues that there is no miracle support^^l 
by a sufficient number of witnesses credible because of their 
intelligence and honesty, and free from a prefxmderance of 
contradictory experiences and te>tim<»ny of greater proki- 
bilitv. in short, the reason is neither ca])able of reaching 
the existence of (iod In well-grounded inference Tior of 
comprehending the truth of the C'bristian religion with itis 
accompanying miracles. 'Hiat whicli traii.scends experience 
cannot l>e proven and known, hut only believed in. Who¬ 
ever is moved hy faith U) give assent to things which con¬ 
tradict all custom and experience, is conscious of a continued 
miracle, in his own person. 

Hume never denied the existence of fiocl, never directly 
impugned revelation. His final word is doubt and uncer¬ 
tainty. It is certain that his counsel not to follow the 
leadership of the reason in religious matters, but to submit 
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ourselves to the power of instinct and common opinion, was 
less earnest and less in harmony with the nature of the phi¬ 
losopher thiin his cdher advice, to take refuyje from the strife 
of the various forms of suj)erstition in the more (juiet, thoug'h 
dimmer regions of—naturally, the skeptical—^philosophy. 
Hume’s originality and greatness in this field consist in his 
genetic view of the historical religions. They are for him 
errors, hut natural ones, grounded in the nature of man, 
“sick men’s dreams/' whose origin and course he searches 
oiiC wnth frightful cold-bloodedness, with the dispassionate 
interest of the dissector. 

In his moral philosophy* Hume shows himself the 
em:|)iricist only, not the ske|>tic. The laws of human nature 
are capable of just as exact empirical investigation as those 
of exftTual nature ; observation and analysis promise even 
more brilliant success in this most important, and yet hitherto 
so badly ne^glected, branch of science than in physics. As 
knowledge and opinion have been found reducible to the 
associative play of ideas, and the store of ideas, again, to 
original impressions and shown derivable from these ; so 
man’s volition and action present themselves as results of 
tlie mechanical working of the passions, which in turn* 
point further back to more primitive principles. I'he ulti¬ 
mate motives of all action are pleasure and pain, to which 
we owe our ideas of good and evil. The direct passions, 
desire and aversion, joy and sorrow, hope and fear, are the 
immediate effects of these original elements. Form the 
direct arise in certain circumstances the indirect passions, 
pride and humility, love and hatred (together with respect 
and contempt ); the first two, if the olijects which excite 
feeling are immediately connected with ourselves, the latter, 
when pleasure and pain are aroused h}’* the accomplish¬ 
ments or the defects of others. While love and hate are 
always conjoined with a readiness for action, with 'Ijenevo- 
lence or anger, pride and humility are pure, self-centered, 
inactive emotions. 

All moral phenomena, will, moral iudginent, conscience, 
virtue, are not simple and original data, but of a composite 

• Cf. G. von Gizyeki, Dir Ethif( Datnd Humes, 1878. 
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or derivative nature. They are without exception products 
of the regular interaction of the passions. With such views 
there can be, of course, no question of a freedom of the will. 
If anyone objects to determinism, that virtues and vices, if 
they are involuntary and necessary, art not praise- or bhune- 
worthy, he is to be referred to the applause ])aid to beaut}' 
and talent, which are considered meritorious, although they 
are not dependent upon our choice. Tlie le^al attitude of 
theology and law first caused all desert to be based upon 
freedom, whereas the ancient philosophers spoke unhesitat¬ 
ingly of intellectual virtues. 

Hume tloes not, like nearly all his predecessors and con¬ 
temporaries, find the determining grounds of volition in 
ideas, Vmt in the feelings. After curtailing the rights of the 
reason in the theoretical field in favor of custom and instinct, 
lie dispossesses her also in the sphere of practice. Impassive 
reason, judging only of truth and falsehood, is an in:LCti\ e 
faculty, which of itself can newer inspire us wiih inclination 
and desire toward an (>l>ject, can never itself become a motive. 
Jt is only capable of itiflueiiciiifg the will indirectly, through 
the aid of some affection. Abstract relations of ideas, and 
facts as well, leave us entirely indifferent so long as they 
tail to acquire an emutioiial value through their relaliou to 
our state of mind. When we speak of a victory of rea- 
>on over passion it is nothing but a conquest of one passion 
by another, ic., of a violent i)assion b\’ a calm one. That 
which is commonly called reason here is nothing luit «Mie 
of those general and calm affections i r.//.. the love life) 
which direct the will to a distajit good, without exciting any 
sensible emotion in the mind; by 3 )assion we commonly 
understand the violent jjassions only, which engen<ler a 
marked disturbance in the soul and the production of vvdiich 
requires a certain propinquity of the object. A man is said 
to be industrious ‘'from reason,” when a calm desire f(»r 
money makes him laborious. It is a niisUke to consider all 
violent passions powerful, and all calm ones weak. The 
pre\'alence of calm affections constitutes the essence of 
strength of mind. 

As reason is thus degraded from a governor of the will to 
a “slave of the passions,” so, further, judgment concerning 
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right and wrong is taken away from her. Moral distinc¬ 
tions are determined by our sense of the agreeable and the 
disagreeable. We pass an iinincdiate judi.^nncnt r)f taste on 
the actions of our fellow-men; the good pleases, evil dis¬ 
pleases. The sight of virtue gives us satisfaction; that of 
vice repels us. Accordingly an action or trait of mind is 
virtuous w’hen it calls forth in the observer an agreeable, 
disinterested sentiment of approbation. 

What, then, are the actions which receive such general 
approval, and how is the praise to be explained which the 
spectator bestows on them? We approve such traits of 
character as are immediately agreeal)le or useful, either to 
the person himself or to others. This yields four classes ol 
praiseworthy qualities. The first class, those which are 
agreeable U) the possessor (quite apart from an\' utility to 
himself or to others), includes cheerfulness, greatness of 
mind, courage, tranquillity, and benevolence; the second, 
(hose ininiediately agreeable to others, modesty, good nian- 
iiers, jjoliteness, and wit; the third, those useful uj ourselves, 
strength of will, industry, frugality, strength of bo(]\’, intelli¬ 
gence and other mental gifts. The fourth class comprises 
the highest virtues, the qualities useful to others, benevo¬ 
lence and jusiice. Pleasure and utility are in all cases the 
criterion of merit. The iiKmkish virtues of humility and 
mortification of the flesh, which bring iiu jdeasure or 
advantage either to their possessor or to society, are con¬ 
sidered meritorious by no one who understands the subject. 

If the moral value of actions is thus made to de^^end on 
their effects, wc cannot dispense with the assistance of 
reason in judging moral questions, since it alone can inform 
us concerning these re.sults of action. Reason, however, is 
not sufficient to determine us to praise or blame. Nothing 
but a sentiment can induce us U> give the preference to 
beneficial and useful tendencies over pernicious ones. This 
feeling is evidently no other tliau satisfaction in the happiness 
of men and uneasiness in view of their misery —in short, it is 
sympathy. P>y means of the inmgination we enter into the 
experiences of others and participate in Mieir joy and sorrow. 
Whatever depresses or rejoices them, whatever inspires 
them with pride, fills us with similar emotions. From 
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the habit of sympathetically i)assiiig moral judgment otv 
the actions of others, and of seeing our own judged by them, 
is devel(>{’>e(l the further one of keeping a constant watch 
over ourselves and of considering onr dispositions and deeds 
from the standpoint of the good of others. This custom i> 
called conscience. Allied to this is the love of reputation, 
which ctmtinually leads us U) ask. How will our behavior 
appear in the eyes of those with whom we associate ? 

Within tlie fourth and most iin]X)rtant class, the social 
virtues, Hume distinguishes between the natural virtues 
of humanity and benevolence and the artificial virtues of 
justice and fidelity. The former pr(»ceed from our inborn 
sympathy with the good of others, while the latter, on tht‘ 
other hand, are not to be derived from a natural passion, an 
instinctive ](»ve of humanity, but are the product of reflection 
and art, and take their origin in a social convention. 

In order that an action may gain the approval of the 
spectator two other things are required besides its salutar\ 
effect-s: it must l>e a mark of character, of a permanent dis- 
I^osition, and it must proceed from disinterested motives. 
Hume is o])liged by this latter position to show that disin¬ 
terested benevolence actually exists, that the unselfish affec¬ 
tions do not secretly spring from self-love. 'I’o cite only one 
of the thousand examples of benevolence in which no dis- 
cernii)le interest is concerned, we desire h«'Lppiness for ou’’ 
friends even when we have no exj)Cctation of participating 
in it. The accounts of human selfishness arc greatly over 
drawn, and those who deduce all actions from it make tlio 
mistake of taking the inevitable conserpiences of virtue—the 
pleasure of self-approval and of being esteemed by others- - 
for the only motives to virtue. Because virtue, in the out¬ 
come, produces inner satisfaction and is f>raised by other.s, 
it does not follow that it is practiced merely for the sake* 
of these agreeable consequences. Self-love is a secondary 
impulse, whose* appearance at all presupposes primary 
impulses. Only after we have experienced the ])Ieasur'c 
which comes from the satisfaction of such an original im¬ 
pulse fc.//., ambition), can this become the object of a con¬ 
scious reflective search after pleasure, nr of egoism. Power 
brings no enjfuinent to the man by nature devoid of ambi 
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and he who is naturally anihitious does not desire fame 
hecaiis(‘ it affords him pleasure, but conversely, fame afford^^ 
him pleasure because he desires it. 'the natural propensit) 
which terminates <lirectly on the. (»bject, without knowledge 
or foresight of the ])leasurable results, comes first, and 
egcustic reflection directed toward the hoped-for enjoyment 
can develop only after this has been sjitisfied. "I'he case is 
the same with il>enevolcnce as with the love of fame. It is 
iin]>lanted in the constitution of our minds as an original 
impulse immediately directed toward the happiness of 
other men. After it has been exercised and its exercise 
rewarded by self-satisfaction, admiration, thanks, and recip¬ 
rocation, it is indeed possible for the expectation of such 
agreeable consecjuences to lead us to the re])etition of bene- 
iicetit acts. But the original motive is not an egoistic 
regard for useful consequences. If. from the force of the 
passion alone, vengeance may Ik* so eagerly pursued that 
every con.sideration of personal quiet and .security is silenced, 
it may also be conceded that humanity causes ns to for¬ 
get- our own iiderests. Nay, further, the social affection>. 
as Shaftesbury has ])roven, are the strongest of all, and the 
man will rarely 1)C found in whom the sum of the bencvobnl 
impulses will not outweigh that of the selfish ones. 

In the section on justice Hume attacks the contract 
theory. Law, property, and the sacredness of contracts 
exist first in society, but not first in the state. The obliga¬ 
tion to ob.serve contracts is, indeed, made stronger by the 
civil law and ci\ il authority, but not created !)y them. Law 
arises from convention, f.r., not front a formal contract, hut 
a tacit agreement, a .sense of common interest-, and this 
agreement, in turn, jtrocccds from an original propensity to 
enter intx) social relations. The unsocial and lawless state 
of nature is a philo.sophical fiction which has never existed; 
men have alwaws been social, lliey have all at least been 
bom into the society of the family, and they know no 
more terrible punishment than isolation. States are not 
created, however, by a voluntary act, but have their roots 
in history. The (|uestic»n at issue betw-een Hobbes and 
Hume was thus adjusted at a later ij^eriod by Kant: the 
state, it is true, has not historicallv arisen from a contract. 
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yet it is allowable and useful to consider it under the aspect 
of a contract as a regulative idea. 

Only once since David Hume, in Herbert Spencer, has 
the English nation produced a mind of like comprehensive 
power. V Hume and Locke form the culminating points of 
English thought. They are national types, in that in them 
the two fundamental tendencies of English thinking, clear¬ 
ness of understanding and practical sense, were manifested 
in equal force. In Locke these worked together in har¬ 
monious co-operation. In Hume the friendly alliance is 
broken, the common labor ceases: each of the two demands 
its full rights; a painful breach oj)ens up between science 
and life, l^eason leads inevitably to doubt, to insight into 
its own wecdviiess, while life demands conviction. The 
doubter cannot act, the agent cannot know. It is true that 
a substitute is found for defective knowledge in belief based 
uiK)n instinct and custom; but this is a makeshift, not a 
solution of the problem, an acknowledgment of the evil, 
not a cure for it. '^Eurther, Hume’s greatne.ss does not con- 
>ist in the fact that he j)reached modesty to the contending 
].arties, that he banished the doubting reason into the study 
and restricted life to belief in prokibilities, but in the men¬ 
tal slrength which enabled him to endure sharp contradic¬ 
tions, and, instead of an iwerhasty and easy reconciliation, 
to suspend the one imjmlsc until the other had made its 
tlemands tlu^roughly, couijdetely, and regardlessly lieard. 
d'hough he is distinguished from other skeptics by the fact 
tliat he nut only shows the fimdaineiiUil concej)tions of 
our knowledge of nature and the ])rjiiciple.s of religion 
uncertain and erroneous, but finds ^u erssary errors in them 
and acutely uncovers their origin in the lawful workings 
of our inner life, yet his historical influence essentially 
rests on his skepticism. In his own country it roused in 
the Scottish School'' the reaction of common sense, while 
in Germany it helped to wake a kindred but greater spirit 
from the bonds of his dogmatic sKimbers, and to fortify him 
for his critical achievements, 

(c) The Scottish School.— Priestley's associational psy- 
chology, Berkeley’s idealism, and Ilume’s skepticism are 
legitimate deductions from Locke’s assumption that the 
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immediate objects of thought are not things but ideas, and 
that judgment or Icnowledge arises from the combination 
of ideas originally sei)arate. The absurdity of the conse¬ 
quences shows tlie falsity of the premises. 'I'he true phi¬ 
losophy must not contradict common sense. It is not cor¬ 
rect to look upon the mind as a sheet of white paper on 
which experience inscri])es single characters, and then to 
make the understanding combine these originally discon- 
nc^cted elements into judgments by means of comparison, and 
the belief in the existence of the o])ject come in as a later 
result added to the ideas hy reflection. Tt is rather true 
that the (dements discovered by the analysis of the cognitive 
jirocesses are far from being the originals from which these 
arise. Jt is not isolated ideas that come first, hut judg¬ 
ments, self-evident axioms of the understanding, whicli form 
part of the mental constitution witli wliich (k)d has endowed 
u.s; and sensation is accompanied hy an iimnerliatc belief in 
tiie reality of the olqect. v'^ensation guarantees the pre.sence 
of an external thing ])Ossessing a certain character, although 
it is not an image of this j)roperty» hut merely a sign for 
something in no wise resembling itself. 

This is the standpoint of the fonnclcr* of tJie Scottish 

Schc'iol, 'I'liomas Keid (1710.!>(>, profess(>r in Aherdcen and 

GIa.sgow; .hi Inquiry into the Ilunian Mind on the Princi¬ 
ples of Common Sense, 1764; Essays on the Intellectual 
Powers of Man, 1785, Essays on the Active Powers, 178«^. 
together under the title, Essays on the Pozvers of the Human 
Mind, Coll cried Works, 1801, and often since, especially 
the (edition by Hamilton, with valual)le notes and disserta 
tions, 7th ed., 2 vols., 1872). AVe may recognize in it a re¬ 
vival of the common notions of Herliert, as well as a transfer 
of the innate faculty of judgment inculcated hy the ethical 
and aesthetic writers from the practical to the theoretical 
fleld; the common sense ” of Reid is an original sense for 
truth, as the “taste*' of Shaftesbury and Hutcheson was a 
natural sense for the good and the beautiful. lake Jacobi at 
a later ])eri(>d, Reid points out that mediate, reasoned knowb 
edge pre.supix)ses a knowledge which is immediate, and all 

♦In die sense of “chief founder”; cf. McCosh’s Scottish Philosophy, 
1875, pp. .^6, 68 scq., which is die standard authority on the sciiool as 
a whole.—^T r. 
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inference and demonstration, fixed, undenionstraible, inline- 
diately certain fundamental truths. The fundamental judj;- 
mcnts or princiiiles of common sense, which arc true for us, 
even if [possibly] not true in themselves, are discoveral>le 
by observation (empirical rationalism). In the enumeration 
of them two dangers are to i)e avoided: we must neither raise 
contingent principles to the position of axioms, nor, from an 
exaggerated endeavor after unity, imderestimate the number 
of these self-evident ])rinciples. Reid himself is always more 
sparing with them than his disciples. He distinguishes two 
classes: first principles of necessary truth, and lirst principles 
of contingent truth or truth of fact. As first jirinciples of 
necessary truth he cites, besides the axioms of logic and 
mathematics, grammatical, aesthetic, moral, and Tneta[)hy.sical 
principles (among the last belong the principles: “That the 
qualities whicli we jierceive ])y our senses must have a 
subject, which we call body, and that the thoughts we are 
conscious of must have a subject, which we call mind”; 
“ that whatever begins to exist, must have a cause vvliich 
])roduced it”). He lays down twelve principles as the basis 
of our knowledge of matters of fact, in w’hich his reference 
to the doubt of Berkeley and Hume is evident, 'the most 
important of the.se are: “'fhe existence of everything of 
which I am conscious”; “ that the thoughts of whicIi I am 
conscious, arc the thoughts of a being which I call myself, 
iny mind, my person ” ; our own personal identity and ctin- 
tinned existence, as far l>ack as we remember anythinig dis¬ 
tinctly”; that those things do really exist which we dis¬ 
tinctly'perceive by our senses, and are what we perceive them 
to be'': “ that we have some degree of power over oiir 
actions, and the determinations of our will”; “that then‘ 
is life and intelligence in our fellow'-meii ”; “ that there is a 
certain regard due ... to human authority in matters of 
.opinion”: “that, in the phenomena of nature, what is hi 
he, wdll probably be like what has been in similar circum¬ 
stances.” 

The widespread and lasting favor experienced by this 
theory, with its invitation to forget all earnest work in the 
problems of philosophy by taking refuge in common sense, 
shows that a general relaxation had succeeded the energetic 
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rf^ndeavors which lliime had demanded of liim.sell and of Ins 
readers. With this declaration of the infallibility of coiii- 
jiion consciousness, tlie theory of knowledge, which had 
been so successfully begun, was incontinently thrust aside, 
although, indeed, empirical psychology gained by the 
industrious investigation of the inner life hy means of self¬ 
observation. James Beattie continued the attack on Hume 
in his Essay on the Nature and Immutability oj Truth in 
Opposition to Sophistry and Skepticism, 1770, on the ]>rinci- 
jde that wisdom must ne\^er contradict, nature, and that 
w hatever our nature comjx.‘ls us to l>elieve, hence whatever 
all agree* in, is true. In his briefer dissertations Beattie dis¬ 
cussed Memory and Imagination, Fable and Romance, the 
liffects of Boetry and Music, l^auighter, the Sublime, etc. 
Wdiile Beattie had given the preference to ]>sychological and 
aesthetic questions, James Oswald (1772) aj)i)ealed to com¬ 
mon s(‘nse in matters of religion, describing it as an instinc¬ 
tive faculty of judgment concerning truth and falsehood. 
The most eminent among the followers of Reid was Dugakl 
.'Stewart ( }>rofessor in Ivdinburgh; Elements of the Philoso¬ 
phy of the Unman Mind, 1792—1827; Collected lEorks. 
.e.ilited by Hainiltou, 1834—58), who develoi)ed the doctrines 
of the master and in some points modified them. "nioma.s 
Brown (1778—•1820), who is highly esteemed by Mill. 
8i>eiicer, and Bain, apj)roxiniatcd the teachings of Reid and 
,^tew'art to those c)f Hume, 'Hie philosophy of the Scottish 
School was long in favor both in England and in France, 
where it w’as envployed as a weapon against materialism. 

By way of aj^fieiulix we may mention the beginnings of 
a psycholt)gical aisthetics in Henry Home ( Lord Karnes, 
l()f>6—1782), and Edmund Burke (1728—^17).* Home, in 
ethics a follower of Hutcheson, is fond of supporting hi.s 
iesthetic views hy examples from Shakspere. Beauty 
(chap, iii.) ai>i>ears to belong to the object itself, hut in 
reality it is only an effect, a “ secondary tjualitv," of the 
object; like color, it is nothing but an idea in the mind, “ for 
an object is said to be beautiful fur no other reason but that 
it a])pears so to the spectator.” It arises from regularity. 

* Home, ElcmcfUs of Criticism, 1762. Burke, A Phihsophica! 
Inquiry into the Origin of our Ideas of the Sithlimc and the Beautiful, 
J756, 
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proportion, order, simplicity—i)ropertie.s which belong to 
sublimity as well (chap, iv.), hut to which .they are by no 
means so essential, since it is satislied with a less degree of 
them. Wliile the beautiful excites emotions of sweetness 
and gayety, the sublime rouses feelings which are agreeable, 
it is true, but which arc not sweet and gay, but strong and 
more serious. Rurke’s explanation goes deeper. He 
derives tlie antithesis of the sublime and the beautiful from 
the two fundamental impulses of human nature, the instinct 
of self-presemition and the social impulse. Whatever is 
contrary to the fonner makes a strong and terrible impres¬ 
sion on the soul: whatever favors the latter makes a weak 
but agreeable (Uie. The terrible delights us ('first dej)res- 
sing and then exalting us), when we merely eonteniplate it, 
without being ourselves affected by the danger or the jrain- - 
this is the sublime. On the other hand, that is beautiful 
which inspires us with tenderness and affection without our 
desiring to possess it. Snhlimity implies a certain great¬ 
ness, beauty, a certain smallue.ss. Delight in both is based 
on l)odily i)henomcna. Terror moderated exercises a 
beneficent influence on the nerves by stimulating them and 
giving-them tension; the gentle impression of beauty exciio 
a quieting effect upon them. The disturbances caused by 
the former, and the recovery' induced l>y the latter, are lx>th 
conducive to health, and hence, experienced as pleasures. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE FRENCH lELUM I NATION. 

In the last decade of the seventeenth century France load 
yielded the leadership in philosophy to England. Whereas 
Ilohbcs had in Paris iml)ihe<l the .s[)irit of the Galilean and 
Cartesian inquiiy, while Bacon, Tocke, and even IJnine had 
alsf) visited France with advantiige, now French thinkers 
take the watchword from the English. Montesquieu and 
Voltaire, returning from Fmgland in the same year (1729), 
acquaint their countrymen with the ideas of Locke and his 
coni-aiiporaries. These are eagerl}' caught up: are, stej) hy 
st-ej^, and with the logical courage characteristic of the 
French mind, develujjed to their extreme conclusions; and. 
at the same time, spread abroad in this heightened fonn 
among the people beyond tlic circles of the learned, nay. 
even beyond the educated classes. 'J'he English tempera¬ 
ment is favorable neither to this adxance to extreme 
revolutionary inferences nor to this propagandist tendency. 
Locke combines a rationalistic ethics with his semi- 
.sensational theory of knowledge; Newton is far from find¬ 
ing in his mechanical ]>hysics a clanger for religious 
beliefs; the deists treat the additions of i)ositive religion 
rather as superfluous ])allast than as hateful unreason; 
Bolingbroke wishes at least to conceal from the people the 
illuminating j>rincdples which he offers to the higher 
classes. Such halting where farther progress threatens to 
l)ecome dangerous to moral interests does mure honor to 
the moral, than to the logical, character of the philosopher. 
But with the transfer of these ideas to France, the wall 
of separation is Ijroken down between the theory of know¬ 
ledge and the theory of ethics, between natural philosophy 
and the philosophy of religion; sensationalism forces its w^ay 
from the region of theory into the sphere of practice, and 
the mechanical theory is transformed from a principal of 

16 
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]>hvsical iiitcq)retati()n into a metaphysical view of the world 
of an atheistical character. Xaiuralism is every where deter- 
mined to have its own: it knowledge conies from the sense*;, 
i.hen morality niiisi he rooted in self-interest; whoever con- 
lines natural science to the search for mechanical causes must. 
]iot postulate an intelligent IVu\er working froiri design, 
even to explain the origin of things ami the beginning of 
motion—has no right to speak of a free will, an immortal 
>onk and a deity who has created the world. J'nrther, as 
ilaylehs proof that the dogmas of the Church were in all 
p.oints contradictory to reason had, contrary to its author's 
own wishes, exerted an influetice hostile to religicm, and 
as, m(»reover. the political and social conditions of the time 
incited to revolt and P) a break with all existing institution^, 
tlie philoso])hical ideas from over the Channel and the con- 
<litii)n of things at Iiome alike pressed toward a revolutionary 
intensification of modern principles, whicli found conipre- 
liensive ex])ression in tlie atheists’ I>ihle. the System of 
Vature of Ijaron Ilolhach, 1770. The movement begins in 
the middle of the thirties, wlien .Montescfuieu commences 
to naturalize I.oeke’.s ])olitical views in I’rance, and Voltaire 
does the same sendee for l.ocke’s tlHH>ry of knowledge, and 
Xevvton’s natural philicsojdiy, which had already been com- 
jiiended by !MaujK*rtiii.s. 1'he year 1748, the year also of 
lliune’s I^ssay, Ijidngs Monte>fpiieirs chief work and 
ha Mettrie’s Mau a Marfiinc. While the iUu yclof^c'Jia, tie* 
herald <if the Illumination, begun in 1751. is advanciiijr to 

o 

jt,s completion (1772, or rather 1780). Condillac (1754) and 
Honnet (175.S) develop theoretical sdisationalism, and Hel- 
vetius (On Mind, 1758; in the sa-.ne year. D’Aleinhert’s 
lilemenis of Philosophy) practical sensationalism. Kou:s- 
M.*au, engaged in aiithorshij) from 1751 and a cuntrihut4)r 
to the Encyclopedia until 1757 comes into prominence, 
1762, with his two chief works. Emile and the Socuil Con¬ 
tract, Parallel with these we find interesting phenomena in 
the field of political economy: Morelly's communistic Code 
of X at lire (1755), the works of Quesnay (1/58). the leader 
of the ]>hysi()crats, and those of Turgot. 1774. 

(Jur discussion takes up, first, the introduction and popu¬ 
larization of English ideas; then, the further development 
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of these into a consistent, sensationalism, into the morality 
uf interest, and into materialism: iinally, the reaction 
against the ilhimination of the nnderstandinir in Roussean's 
)>hilosophv feelinjf.’'’'' 

1. The Entrance of English Doctrines. 

.Vlontesqnient (—1753) made Locke’s <loctrine of 
constitutional monarcliy and the division of jiowers 
(]>;>. 179—1S(J). with which he joins the historical ])oint of 
view of liodin and the naturalistic ])ositions of the time, tlv 
c.oinoTion ]>roperty of the cnltivat.ed world. Laws must, he 
adapted t(> the character and spirit of the nati(m; the spirit 
of the ])eopIe. attain, is the result of nature, of the past, of 
manners, of reli.crion, and of political institutions. Xatiire 
has bestowed many ijifts on the Southern peoples, hnt few 
on tho.se of the X<n*th ; hence the lat-tcT need freedom, whih* 
llu* former readily di.s])en.se with it. Warm climates ])ro- 
(Ince greater >ensihilily and ])assi<)natene.s.s, cold ones, 
n tiscnlar vi.i^or and induhtry: in the te]n]>erate zones 
nations are le.ss constant in their hahir.s, their vices, and 
their virtues. The laws of religion concern man as man. 
ihose of the state eoncern him as a citizen: the former have 
for their o!)ject the moral *»ood of the individual, the latter, 
the w'clfare of society; the first aim at immntalde, th? 
second at iinitai)le t^ood. I.aws aiifl manners are closely 
interrelated. J’iij^ht is older than the slate, and the law of 
jn.stice holds even in the state of nature: hut in order to 
.'issiire ])eace j)Ositive ri^ht. is rerpiired in three fonn*^, 
international, ■i)olit,ical, and civil. 

Kach of the four political forms has a ])assion for its iinder- 
lyingf principle: des])ot.ism has fear: monarchy, honor (per¬ 
sonal and class ])rejndice) : aristocracy, the moderation of the 
nobility: democracy, political virtue, w hich .subordinates 
j>ersonal to «>[eneral welfare, and especially the inclination to 

* On the whole ciiaptcr cf. Daiuiron, Mrn?oir(\< pour Srrf/r /’ 
Histoirc dc la Philosophic an XV111. Siccic, 3 \ (>ls., 1SS8-64 ; and John 
Morlcy’s Voltaire, 1<S72 11886], Rousseau, 1873 |1S86], and Diderot 
and the Encyclopedists, 1878 [new ed,, 1886]. 

f .Montesquieu, Persian Letters, 1721 ; Considerations on the Causes 
of the Greatness of the Romans and of their Decadence, 1734 ; Spirit 
of Laws, 17^18. 
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equality and frugality. While republics are destroyed by 
extravagance, lust, and self-seeking, a monarchy can dispense 
with civil virtue, patriotism, and moral disinterestedness, 
since in it false honor, luxury, and wantonness su])serve the 
public good. C'lrcat states tend toward despotism; smaller 
ones toward aristocracy, or a democratic republicanism; for 
those of medium size monarchy, which is intennediatc 
l>etween the two former, is the liest form of constitution. 
Althougli Montesquieu, in his Letires Prrsancs, shows him¬ 
self enthusiastic for the federal republics of Switzerland and 
the Xelherlauds, his opinions are dilTerent after his return 
from luigland, and in his Lsprif des Lois he praises the 
English form of government as the ideal of civil lil>ertv. 

Political freedom consists in liberty to do (not what we 
wisli, ])nt) what we ought, or in doing that which the laws 
allow. Such lawful freedom is possible only where the 
constitution of the state and criminal legislation inspire the 
citizen with a sense of security. In order to prevent misuse 
of the supreme power, the different authorities in the sUiti^ 
must be divided that they shall hold one another in check. 
In particular Montesquieu demands for the judicial power 
absolute independence of the executive ])ower (which Locke 
had termed the federative) as well as of the legislatixe 
power. The last belongs to parliament, which includes in its 
two houses an aristocratic and a democratic element. 

V'oltaire* (16^U—177S)—he him.self had made this ana¬ 
gram from his name, Arouet 1(e) j(eune)—seemed by his 
many-sided rece])tivity almost made to be the interpreter of 
English ideas: in the word.s of \\'indelband. he “ combines 
Newton’s mechanical philosophy of nature, Locke's noetical 
empiricism, airl vShaftesburv’s moral jdiilosc^phv under 
the dcistic point of view," ^'lic .same qualities which 
made him the first journalist, enabled him to free philo¬ 
sophy from its scholastic garb, and, by concentrating 
it= on the pro^blems which press most upon the lay mind 
(Cxod, freedom, immortality), to make it a living force 
among the people. His superficiality, as Erdmann acutely 
remarks, was his strength. True religion, so reason 
teaches us, consists in loving God and in being just and for- 
* David Friedrich Strauss, Voltaire, seeks Vortrdge, 1870. 
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bearing to our fellow-men as to our brothers; morality is 
so natural and necessary tliat it is no wonder that all 
]>hilosophers since Zoroaster have inculcated the same 
j)riiiciples. The less of dogma the better the religion; 
atheism is not so bad as superstition, which teaches men to 
commit crimes with an easy conscience. He considered it 
the chief mission of his life to destroy these two .miserable 
errors. He endeavored to controvert atheism by rational 
arguments, while with passionate hatred and coutcmptiious 
wit he attacked positive Christianity and his persecutors, 
the priesthood. The existence of (jod is for him not 
mendy a moral jxjstulate, but a result of scientific reasoning. 
()iie of his famous sayings was; “ If God did not exist it 
would be necessary to invent him: but all nature cries out 
U) us that lie exists/' He defends immortality in spite of 
ilieoretical difficulties, because of its practical necessity; 
his attitude toward the freedom of the will, which he had 
energetically defended in the beginning, grows constantly 
more skeiitical with increasing age. His position in regard 
r.o the (piestion of evil experiences a similar change— 
the Lisbon earthquake made him an opponent of optimism, 
though he had previously favored it. 

2. Theoretical and Practical Sensationalism. 

We turn next from the popular introduction and disseni' 
Illation of Locke's doctrines, which left their contents 
unchanged, to their principiaiit development by the French 
sensationalists. Condillac (1715—SO) ahvays thinks of his 
work as a comidetion of Locke’s whose lissay he held not 
to have gone down to the final root of the cognitive 
process. Locke did not go far enough, Condillac thinks, in 
his rejection of innate elements; he failed to trace out the 
.origin of perception, reflection, cognition, and volition, as 
also the relation between -the external senses, the internal 
sense, and the combining intellect, which he discussed as 
sei>arate sources, the two former of particular, and the last 
of complex, ideas; in short, he omitted to inquire into the 
.oriigin of the first function of the soul. Berkeley was right 
in feeling that a siniiplification w^as needed here; but by 
. erroneously reducing outer perception to inner perception, 
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he reached the absurd conclusion of denying (he external 
world. The true course is just the opposite of this--th(* 
one already taken by the llishop of Cork, i'eter Browiu^ 
(died 1735; The Pyocednn, Hxtcnt, and Limits of the 
llituiau i'udcrsiandiut], 1728) : understandinij: and retlec- 
tioii must be reduced to seiisalion. All j)sychical function- 
are transformed sensations. *]‘lie soul has only one 
(»riginal faculty, that of sensation; all the others, .the- 
orctical and ])ractical alike, are acqiiinal, /.c., they have 
gradually developed from the former. Ct)ndillac is related 
to Locke as Fichte to Kant : in t.he former case the transi¬ 
tion is mediated by Browne, in tlie latter by Keinhold- 
Kach crowns ilie work of his predtressor witli a unifying 
conclusion; each demands and (dTers a genetic psycholoigx 
which finds the origin of all the spiritual functions—from 
sensation and feelings of pleasure and ])ain up to rational 
cognition and moral will—in a single fundamental power of 
the soul. But there is a great difference, materially as wt‘Il 
as formally, between these, kindred undertakings, a differ¬ 
ence corres[>(Miding to that between Lock(‘'s empiricism and 
Kant’s idealism. The idea of ends, which controls tln' 
course of thought in l^^'ichte as in Leibnitz, is entirely lack 
inig in Condillac; tliat winch is first in time, sensation, is lor 
the Science of Knowledge and tlie Monadology only tlv. 
■beginning, not the essence, of psychical activity, while 
Condillac makes no distinction between Ijcginning and 
ground,but expressly identifies (^rincipc and conuncuccmcni. 
With h'ichte and Leibnitz sensation is immature thouglit, 
with Condillac tht)ught. is refined sensation, 'flie former 
teach a teleological, the latter a mechanical mono-dynamism. 
The Science of Knowledge, moreover, makes a very serious 
task of the deduction of the jiarticular p>ychieal functions 
from the original power, while Cornlillac takes it extnior- 
dinarily easy. fh)od illustrations of liis way of effacing 
distinctions instead of ex}>laining them are given l)y such 
monotonously recurring phrases as memory is “nothing 
but “ modified .‘Jcnsation; comparison and simultaneons 
attention to two ideas “are the same thing”; sensation 
“gradually becomes” comparison and judigmciit; rcflectioii 
is “in its origin” attention itself; speech, thought, and the 
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forniatioii of general notions are “at bottom the saine“; the 
passions are “only” various kinds of desire; underskinding 
and will spring / from one root,” etc. 

The demand for a single fundamental psychical power 
conies from Descartes, and C^ondillac does not hesitate to 
retain the word penser itself as a general designation for all 
mental functions. Siiiiilarly he holds fast to the dualism 
between extension and sensation as recijirocally ine(>m])ati- 
hle properties, opjxises the soul as the “simple” suliject of 
thought to “divisible” matter, and sees in the affect.ions of 
the bodily organs nieiady the “oecasi(»iis” on whicli the soul 
of itself alone exercises its sensitive activity. Kven free 
dom—the supremacy of thought over the passions—is 
maintained, in striking contrast to th(‘ whole tendency of 
his doctrine and to the openly announced principle, tJiat 
])leasure controls the attention and governs all our actiems. 
lie has just as little intention of dou])ting the existence of 
God. All is dependent on God. He is our lawgiver; it 
is ill virtue of his wisdom that from small beginnings — 
])erception and need—the most splendid results, science 
and morality, are developed under the hands of man. 
Whoever undertakes U) complain that He has concealed 
from us the nature of things and granted us to know 
relations alone, forgets that we need no more than this. 
We do not exist in order to know: to live is to enjoy. 

theme of the Treatise on the Sensations, 1754, is: 
Memory, comj)arison, judgment, abstraction, and reflection 
(in a word, cognition) are nothing but different forms of 
attention; similarl)' the emotions, the appetites, and the will, 
nothing hut modification.s of de>ire; while both alike take 
their origin in .sen.sai.ion. Sensation is the sole source and 
the st)Ie content of the life of the mind as a whole. To jirove 
these jx)sitions Condillac makes use of the fiction of a statue, 
in which one sense awakes after another, first the lowest (d 
the senses, smell, and last the most valuable, the sense of 
touch, which compels us (b}' its perception of density or 
resistance) to project our sen.sations, and thus wakes in us 
the. idea of an external world. In themselves sensations 
are merely subjective states, modes of our own being; 
without the sen.se of touch we would ascribe odor, sound. 
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and color to ourselves. Condillac distinguishes between 
sensation and ideas in a twofold sense, as mere ideas (the 
memory or imajgination of something not present), and as 
ideas of c»])jective things (the image, representative of a 
body) ; this latter sense is meant when he says, t(nich sen¬ 
sations only are also ideas. 

For the details of the deduction, which often makes very 
happy use of a rich store of psychological material, the 
reader must be refererd to the more extended expositions. 
Here we can only cite as examples the chief among the 
genetic definitions. Perceptions (impressions) and con¬ 
sciousness are the same thing under different names. A 
lively sensation, in which the mind is entirely occnpie<l, 
becomes attention, without the necessity of assuming an 
additional special faculty in the mind. Attenticm, by its 
retentive effect on tlie sensati(ni, becomes memor\. I )ouble 
attention—to a new sensation, and to the lingering trace of 
the previous one—is ccunparison; the recoiinition of a rela¬ 
tion (resemblance or difference) Ijctween two ideas is judg¬ 
ment; the separation of an idea from anotlier naturally con¬ 
nected with it, by the aid of voluntary linguistic symbols, is 
abstraction; a series of judgments is rellection; and the sum 
total of inner phenomena, that wherein ideas succeed one 
another, the ego or person. All truths concern relations 
among ideas. The tactual idea of solidity accustoms us 
to project the sensations of the other sen.sc*s also, to trans¬ 
fer them thither where they are not; hence arise the ideas 
of our body, of external objects, and of space. If we per¬ 
ceive several such projected qualities together, we refer 
them to a substratum—substance, which we know to 
exist, although not what it is. By force we mean the 
unknown, but indubitably existent, cause of motion. 

There are no inditTerent mental states; every sensation is 
accom]:)anied by ])leasure or pain. Joy and pain give the 
determining law for the oj^eration (jf our faculties. fhe 
soul dwells longer on agreeable sensations; without interest, 
ideas would pass away like shadows. The reinemibrance of 
j>ast impressions more agreealjle than the present ones is 
need; from this springs desire (desir), then the emotions of 
love, hate, hope, fear, and astonishment; finally, the will as 
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an unconditional desire accompanied by the thought of its 
l)ossible fulfilineiit. All inclinations, gt)od and bad alike, 
spring from self-love. The i)redicates “good” and “beauti- 
ful” denote the pleasure-giving qualities of things, the 
former, that which is agreeable to smell and taste (and the 
ixissions), the latter, that which jdeases sight, liearing, feel¬ 
ing (and tlic intellect). Morality is the conformity of our 
actions k) laws, which men have estaldished by convention 
witli mutual obligations. In this way the good, vvliicli at first 
was the servant of tlie passions, becomes their lord. 

Man's superiority to tlie brute de])ends on the greater 
perfection of liis sense of touch; on tlie greater variety of 
Jiis wants and his associations of ideas; on the idea of 
deatli, which leads liiin to seek not merely the avoidance 
of pain but also self-preservation; and the possession 
of language. Without denomination no alistractions, no 
thought, no handing down (jf knowledge. Although all 
that is mental has its origin, in the last analysis, in simple 
sensations, its develojmient requires emancipation from the 
sen.siious, and language is the means for freeing ourselves 
from the j>ressurc of sensations by the generalization and 
combination of ideas. 

A more moderate rqiresentative of sensationalism was 
Charles Bonnet, who later exercised a considerable influence 
in Cferniany, especially until Tetens (1720— 9i; Hssay in 
Psychoh:i\\ or Cousidcrafions on the OIterations of the Soul, 
1755; Analytical Hssay on the Hacultics of the Soul, 1760; 
Philosophical Palingenesis, or Ideas on the Past and the 
Future of Lvidng Beings, 1769, includimg a defense of 
Christianity; Collected Works, 1779). Sensations, to which 
he, too, reduces all mental life, are, in his view, reactions of 
the immaterial soul to sense stiniuli, which 0 'j)eratc merely as 
occasional causes, dn the other kind, he emphasizes more 
strongly than Condillac the dependence of ]>sychical phe¬ 
nomena on physiological conditions, and endeavors to show 
<lefinite brain vibrations as the Imsis not only of habit, 
memory, and the association of ideas, but also of the 
higher mental operations. In hanuony with these views he 
adheres to determinism, and finds tlie motive of all endeavor 
in self-love, and its ultimate aim in happiness. To the 
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latter the lu>j>c* t»f imniortality is indispensable. The link 
between JUMinel’s theory of the tlu)roii[;hgoing^ dependence 
of the soul on the lanly and his orthodox convictions, is 
lornieil ]>v his idea of an imperisli?ible ethereal body, which 
ena])les the soul in the life come to ren]em,]>er its life on 
earili and. after tlie dissolution of the present material body, 
to acquire a new one. Animals as well as men share in the 
continuance of existence and the transition to a higher sta(.>:e. 

The material earnestness of these thinkers is in sharp con¬ 
trast to tile superficial and frivolous manner in which Hel- 
vetius il715—71) carries out sensationalism in the sphere 
of ethics. His chief work. ();/ Mitiif, Ctime out in 17.^S; and 
a year after liis death, the work On Man. his inlvllccitni! 
Faculties and his lid neat ion. 'Phe search for pleasure or 
self-love is, as llelvetius thinks he has discovered for the* 
first time,* the only motive of action ; the laws of interesi 
reign in the moral world as the laws of motion in the 
physical world; justice and love for our neighbours are based 
on utility; we seek friends in order to .be amused, aided, and. 
in misfortune, compassionated by them; the philanUirojiist 
and the monster both seek only their own pleasure. 

ITelvetius draws the ])roof for these jiusitions from Con 
dillac. Kecollcctioii and judgment are sensation, 'llie soul 
is originally nothing more than the capacity for sensation ; 
it receives the stimulus to its development from self-love, 
/.r.. from powerful jxissions such as the love of fame, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, from hatrcfl of ennui. 
which ituluces man to overcome the indolence natural to 
him and to .^ubinir. himself to ih.e irksome efTort of 
attention 'withont passion he would remain stupid. Tlie 
sum of ideas colie;ted in him called intellect. All dis¬ 
tinctions among men are accpiired, and concern the intelleci 
only, lud. the soul; that which is innate—sensibility and 
self-love—is the same in all; differences ari>e only ihrougli 
external circumstances, through education. Man is the 
piijfil f)f all that environs him, of his situation and his chance 

^ Tn reality not only I'nglish moralists, but also some a uon^ bis 
countrymen, bad aniicipaicd him in the position that all actions pro 
cccd frr>tn selfishness, and that virtue is merely a refined egoism. Thus 
La Koclicfoucauld in his Maxims (Reftexionj, ou Sentences et Maxime.< 
Morales, La Bruyere (Lcs Charactcres ei les Merws dc cc 

Sif'eir, 1687 ), and La Mcttric (cf. pp. 251—253). 
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^perience. The most imij>()rtant instrument in education 
is the law, the fimciion of the law^-^ivcr is io connect public 
and peisoiicil welfare by means of rewards and punishment-, 
and thus to elevate morality. .A man is called virtuous when 
his stron^^er passions harmonize with tlie general interest. 
ITiifortunately the* virtues of ])rejudiee. which do not con¬ 
tribute to the public good, are more honored among most 
nations tliaii the j)olitical virtues, tf) which alone real merit 
belongs. And sell-inlere.st is always the one motive to just 
and generous acti(^n; we serve only our owji int(‘rests in 
furthering the welfare of the commimit.y. As th(‘ proimil- 
gator ol these doctrines was himself a kind and generous 
man, Rousseau could make to him the apt rejjlv: You 
endeavor in vain to degrade yotir.seli below vour own level; 
your s])irit gives evidence against your ])rinci])les: your 
benevolent heart discredits your doctrines. 

The morality of enlightened self-love or “intelligent .self- 
interest” appears in a milder hum in Maupertuis (Works, 
1752), and Frederick the (ircat,* to the latter of whom 
D^Alem•bcrt objected by letter that interest could never 
generate the sense of duty and reverence h>r tlie law. 

3. Skepticism and Materialism. 

Tlie ideas tluis far develo])ed move in a direction whose 
further pursuit inevitably is.sues in mat/criali.sm. Diderot, 
the editor of the liiicyclokcdia of ih.c Si lences, Arts, and 
Troiics (1751--72 ). wltich gathered all the currents of the 
Illumination int(» one great stream and carried them to the 
t>pen sea of pojndar culture, reHects in his intellectual 
development the dialectical movement from deism tliroiigh 
skepticism to atheism and materiali.siii, and was a co- 
laiborer in the work which brought the whole movement, to 
a conclusion, Jlolhacirs System of X at lire. Two decades, 
however, before the latter work, th.e outcome of a lour 
development of thought, ai)peare(I, the physician La 
Mettriet (170^)-~31) had promulgated materialism, though. 

* Essay on Sclj-lovc as a Vrituiple oj Morals, J77l). printed in tlie pro 
ccedings of th-e Acndcmy of Seienccs. Cf. on Frederick, El. Zeller, ISS i. 

t La Mcttric was l)orn at St. Malo, and (educated in Paris, and in 
Leyden under Boerhave ; he died in l^erlin, whither Frederick the Great 
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rather in an anthropological form than as a world-system, 
and with cynical satisfaction in the violation of traditional 
beliefs—in his Natural History of the Soul, 1715, in a dis¬ 
guised form, and, undisguised, in his Man a Machine, 1748 
—and at the same time {Anti-Seneca, or Discourse on 
ffappiness, 1748) had sketched out for IJehetius the out¬ 
lines of the sensationalistic morality of interest. While ill 
with a violent fever he observed the inlhience of the height¬ 
ened circulation of the blood on his mental tone, and in¬ 
ferred that thought is the result of the bodily organization. 
I'he soul can only be known from the body. The senses, 
ihe best philosophers, teach us that matter is never with¬ 
out fomi and motion; and whether all matter is sentient 
or not, certainly all that is sentient is material, and every 
part of the organism contains a vital ])rinciple( the heart 
of a frog beats for an hour after its removal from the body; 
the parts of cut-up jx^lyps grow into ])ertect animals). 
All ideas come from without, from tin* sen.ses; without sense- 
impressions no ideas, without education, few ideas, the mind 
of a man grown up in isolation remains entirely undevel¬ 
oped; and since the soul is entirely cle])endent on the bodily 
organs, along with which it originates, gianv.s, and declines, 
it is subject to mortality. Not only animals, as ])e.scarte.s 
has shown, but men, who difiVr from the brutes only in 
degree, are mere machines; by the soul we mean that part 
of the body which thinks, and the brain has fine muscles 
for thinking as the leg its coarse ones for walking. 

If man is nothing but body, there is no other pleasure 
than that of the body. There is a difference, however, 
]>etween sensuous pleasure, which is intense and brief, and 
intellectual pleasure, which is calm and lasting. The edu¬ 
cated man will prefer the lattx-T, and find in it a higher and 
more noble happiness; but nature has been just enough 
TO grant the common multitiKle, in the coarser pleasures, 
a more easily attainable happiness. Enjoy the moment, 
till the farce of life is ended! \'irtue exists only in society, 
which restrains from evil by its laws, and incites to good by 

had called him after he had been driven out of his native land and from 
Holland. On La Mcttric cf. Lange, History of Materialism, vol. ii. 
pp. ‘19—91 ; and DuRois-Reymond’s Address, 1875. 
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rousing the love of honor. The good man, who subor¬ 
dinates his own welfare to that of society, acts under the 
same necessity as the evil-doer; hence repentance and pangs 
of conscience, which increase the amount of ])ain in the 
world, but are inca]>al)le of effecting amendment, are use¬ 
less and reprehensihle: the criminal is an ill man. and must 
not be more harshly punished than the safety of society 
requires. Materialism humanizes and exercises a tranquil¬ 
lizing influence on the mind, as the religious view of the 
world, with its incitement to hatred, disturbs it: materialism 
frees us from the sense of guilt and responsibility, and from 
the fear of future suffering. A state composed of atheists 
is not only possible, as llaylc argued, hut it would be the 
happiest of all states. 

Among the editors of the iincyclopcdia. the mathematician 
D'Alembert {Illciucnls of Philosophy, 1758) remained loyal 
t-o skeptical views. Neither matter nor spirit is in its essence 
knovvable; the world is probably quite different from 
our sensuous conception of it. As Diderot (1713—84). 
and the lincyclopcdia with him, advanced from skepticism 
U) materialism, D’Alem])ert retired from the editorial board 
( 1757), after Rousseau, also, had separated himself from 
the EncN'clopedists. Didercd'*' wa> the leading .s])irit in the 
second half of the eighteenth century, as Voltaire in the 
first half. Ilis lively and many-sided recej>tivitv, active 
industry, clever and combative eloquence, and enthusiastic 
disposition qualified him for this role beyond all his 
contemporaries, who testify that they owe even more to 
his stimulating conversation than to his writings. He com¬ 
menced by bringing Shaftesbury’s Inquiry into Firtuc and 
Merit to the notice of his countrymen; and then turned 
his sword, on the one hand, against the atheists, to refute 
whom, he thought, a single glance into the microscope was 
sufficient, and, on the other, against the traditional belief 
in a God of anger and revenge, who takes pleasure in 
fxithinig in the tears of mankind. Then followed a period of 
skepticism, wdiich is well illustrated by the prayer in the 

♦ Wo;'l{s in trwenty-two vols., Paris, Rriorc 1821 ; latest edition, 1875 
seq, Cf. on Diderot the tine work bv Karl Rosenkranz, Diderots Lchcn 
und Werke, 1866, 
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Thoinjhts on the Inlcrhrriation of Nufiirc, 1754: C) God! I 
do not know whether thou art, luit I will guide niy thought? 
and actions as though tliou didst see me think and act, etc. 
Lhider the influence of llolhach’s circle he finally reached 
•tin the Con7‘rrsiTfion I\'t7xrni ITAJcinhrrt and Diderot, and 
D'Alembert's Dream, written in 17(>9, but not published 
until 1S30, in vol. iv. of the Mi'anoircs, Conespondance, ct 
Oiivra(jes Dudits de Diderot) the position of naturalistic 
monism—there exists Init one great individual, the All. 
Though iie had formerly distinguished thinking substance 
from materia] sulistaiiv'e, and had ]>ased the immortality of 
tlie soul on the unity of sensation and the unity of the ego, he 
now makes sensation a universal and essential pro])crtv of 
matter \ la pierre sent ). declares the talk about the sim])licity 
of the soul iuetaphvsict»-theological nonsense, calls the 
I.rain a self-])Iaying in>fninienf. ridicules >elf-esteeni. shame, 
and ref)cntance as the absurd folly of being that impute.s^ 
to itself merit or demerit bn* necessary actions, and recog¬ 
nizes no other immortality than that of posthumous fame. 
Hut even amid these extreme conclusions, his enthusiasm 
for virtue remains too intense t<» allow him to assent tc» the 
audacious theories of l.a Met trie and llelvetius. 

ITench natural scienci* also tended toward materialism. 
Huffon (Xafuraf History, 1749 sen. ) taideavors to facilitate 
The mechanical explanation of the phenomena of life by the 
assumption of living molecules, from A\hicli vi.sible organi.snis 
are built up. K(4)inet lOn Nature, 1761 sn].), availing 
himself of Spinozistic and Leihnitzian conceptions, goes still 
further, in that he endows every particle of matter with 
sensation, ]o<»ks on the whole world as a succession of living 
beings with increasing mentality, and snhiect.s the int^ractiT>n 
of the material and psychical sides of the. individual, as well 
as the relation of pleasure and pain in the universe, to a 
law of harmonious cmiijiensafion. 

'Fhe System of Naiitre, 1770, which bore on its title page 
the name of Mirabaud, who had died 1760, ]>roceeded from 
the comj)any of freethinker> accustomed to meet in the 
hos])itable hou.se of Baron von llolhach (died 1789), a native 
of the I^alatinate. Its real author was Hollmch himself, 
although his frieiifls I4iden»t, Xaigeon, Bagrange, themathe- 
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iiiatician, and the clever Grimm (died 1807) seem U) have 
co-otperated in the ])rej>arati()n of cerkiin sections. The 
•ciim])rous seriousness and the <lry tone of this systematic 
eomhination (»f the radical ideas which the century had 
*i>rodnced, were no doubt the chief causes of its unsympa¬ 
thetic reception by tlie public. Similarly unsuccessful wa-^ 
the ])Oj)ular account of materialism with which llolbach 
followed it, in 1772, and llelvelius's excerpts from the 
System of Nat lire, 1774. 

ITolbach a]>plies himself to the de-piritnali/ation of 
nature and the destruction of religious ])reindices with 
sincere faith in tlie sacred mission of unbelief- the happi- 
ne.ss of hutnanity de])end.s on atheism, “t) Nature, sov¬ 
ereign of all beings, and ye her daughters, X'idiie, Reason, 
:ind 7'ruth, l>e forever our only divinities.*’ W’hat has made 
virtue .so difficult and so rare? Religion, which divides men 
instead of uniting them. XYliat has so long delayed the 
illumination of the reason, and the dnscovery of truth? 
Religion with its mischievous errors, (lod, s])irit, freedom, 
immortality. Iinmortx-dity exists only in the memory of 
later generations; man is the creature of a day; nothing is 
\ erniaiient. hut the great whfdc of nature and the eternal 
law of universal change. Can a clock l>rokcn into a thou- 
sand pieces continue to mark the hours? The senseless 
<loctrine of freedom was invented only to solve the senseless 
])rohlem of the justification of ('»od in view of the existence of 
evil. Man is at every moment of his life a passive instrument 
in the hands of necessity; the universe is an immeasurable 
and uninterrupted chain of actions and reactions, an eternal 
round of interchanging motions, ruled by laws, a change in 
which would a.t once alter the nature of all things. The most 
fatal error is the idea of human and ilivine si)irits. which ha?-: 
i.eeii advanced by philoso]>hers and adopted with ap]>Iause 
by fools. 71ie opinion that man is divided info two sub¬ 
stances is based on tlie fact tliat, of the changes in our 
body, we directl}'^ perceive only the external molar move¬ 
ments, while, on the other hand, the inner motions of the 
invisible molecules are known only by their effects. Tliese 
latter have been ascribed to the mind, which, moreover, we 
have adorned with properties whose emptiness is manifested 
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by the fact that they are all mere negations of that which wcr 
know. Exx>erience reveals to us only the extended, the cor- 
})oreal, the divisible—but the mind is to be the opposite of 
all three, yet at the same time to possess the power (how, no 
man can tell) of acting on that which is material and of being 
acted upon by it. In thus dividing himself into body and 
soul, man has in reality only distinguished between his brain 
and himself. Man is a purely physical being. All so-called 
spiritual phenomena are functions of the brain, special cases 
of the oj)eration of the universal forces of nature. Thought 
and volition are sensation, sensation is motion. The mov¬ 
ing forces in the moral world are the same as those in the 
])hysical world : in the latter they are called attraction and 
repulsion, in the former, love and liate; that which the 
moralist terms self-love is the same instinct of .self-pre.serva- 
tion which is familiar in physics as the force f>f inertia. 

As man has doubled him.self, so also he has d(jubled 
nature. Evil (gave the first imjmlse to the formation of the 
idea of (iod, pain and ignorance have been the parents of 
superstition; our sutyering> were ascribed to unknown pow¬ 
ers, of which we were in ft‘ar, but which, at the same time, we 
hoj)ed to ])rojjitiate by prayer and sacrifice. The wise turned 
with their worship and revenMice toward a more worthy 
object, to the great. All; and, in fact, if we seek to give the 
word (lod a tenable meaning, it signifies active nature. The 
error lay in the dualistic view, in the distinction between 
nature and itself, f.c., its activity, and in the belief that 
the explanation of motion recpiired a separate immaterial 
Mover. This assumption is, in the first place, false, for 
since the All is the complex of all that exists there can be 
nothing outside it; motion follows from the existence of 
the universe as necessarily as its other properties: the w'orld 
doc.s not receive it from without, but imparts it to itself by its 
own power. In the second place the assumption is useless; 
it explains nothing, but confuses the pro'hlems of natural 
science to the point of insolubility. In the third place it is 
self-contradictory, for after theology has removed the Deity 
as far away frcmi man as x>ossible, by means of the negative 
metaphysical predicates, it finds itself necessitated to bring 
the two together again through the moral attributes—which 
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are neither conix>atil>le with one another nor with the meUi- 
])h 3 'sical—and crowns the absurdity by the assurance that we 
can .please (fod by helievinj^ that whicli is incomprehensible, 
binally, the assumption i.s danijeroiis; it draws men away 
from the present, disturl)s their peace and enjoyment, stirs 
U]) iiatred, and thus makes happiness and morality inijws- 
sLi)le. Jl, then, utility is the criterion of truth, theism—even 
in the. mild form of deism—is proven erroneous by its dis¬ 
astrous conse(|uences. All error is bane. 

Matter and motion are alike eternal. Nature is an active, 
.self-movin.i^, living whole, an endless chain of causes and 
eft'ec'ts. All is in unceasing motion, all is cause (nothing i.s 
dea<l, notliing rests), all is cfTccl (there is no spontaneous 
motion, none directed to an end). C)rdcr and disorder are 
rjj;. in nature, but only in our understanding: they are 
abstract ideas to denote that which is conformable to our 
nature and that which is contrary to it. The end of the 
All i>> itself alone, is life, aclivit;«’: the universal goal of 
]articular heitigs, lil:e that of the universe, is the conser- 
^•ation (»i being. 

Anth.ropology is for Thdhach es.sentially reduced to two 
]>rob]ems, the deduction of thought from motion, and of 
morality from the pliysical tendency to self-pre.servation. 
d'he lorce.s of the soul are no other than those of the body. 
-Ml iriCntal faculties develo]) from sensation: sensations are 
motioiis in the brain which reveal to us motions without the 
lu'ain. All tlie passions may be reduced to love and hate, 
de.sire and aversiiin, and dej>end upon temperament, on 
the individual mixture of the Iluid parts. Virtue is the 
(•(juiiibrium of the fluids. human actions proceed from 
interest. Good an.l had men are distinguished only by 
their organizations, and by the idea.s they f(»rm concernin.( 
liappiness. Wifii tlie sa:ne necessity as; that of the act 
itself, follow the love or contempt of fcllow-inen, the pleasure 
of .self-esteem and the ])ain of re|)cnrancc ('regret for evil 
con .sequel) CCS, hence no evidence of freedom). Neither 
res|)onsil>ility nor punishment is done away with by tins 
necessity—have we not the right to protect ourselves 
against the strccim which damages our fields, by building 
dikes and altering its course? Tlie end of endeavor is 

17 
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])ermanent haj)i)iness, and this can be attained through virtue 
alone. The passions which are useful to society compel 
the affection and approval of our fellows. In order to 
interest others in our welfare we must interest ourselves in 
theirs—nothing is more indispensable to man than man. 
The clever man acts morally, interest binds us to the good: 
love for others means love for the means to our own happi¬ 
ness. Virtue is the art of making ourselves happy through 
the happiness of others. Nature itself chastises immorality, 
since she makes the intemperate unhappy. Religion has 
hindered the recognition of these rules, has misunderstood 
the diseases of the soul, and applied false and ineffective 
remedies; the renunciation which she requires is o<pjx)sed 
to human nature. The true moralist recognizes in medicine 
the key to the human heart; he will cure the mind through 
the body, control the passions and hold them in chedc by 
either passions instead of by sennons, and wdll teach men 
that the surest road to personal ends is to labor for the 
public good. Illumination is the way to virtue and to 
happiness. 

Volney (Chasseba*uf, died 1820; Catechism of the French 
CiLi::en, 1793, later under the title Natural Law or Physical 
Principles of Morals (Icduccd from the Orqanizaiion of 
Man and of the Universe ; further, The Ruins ; Complete 
Works, 1821) belongs among the moralists of .self-love, 
although, Ix^sides the egoistic interests, lie takes account of 
the natural symjxithetic impulses also. This is still more the 
case w’ith Condorcet (Sketch of an Histoncal Vieiv of the 
Progress of the Human Mind, 1794), who was influenced 
alike by Condillac and by Turgot, and who defends a tend¬ 
ency toward univer.sal perfection both in the individual and 
in the race. Besides the selfish affections, which are directed 
as much to the injury as to the support of others, there lies 
in the organization of man a force which steadily tends to- 
w’ard the good, in the form of underived feelings of sympathy 
and benevolence, from which moral self-judgment is develop¬ 
ed by the aid of reflection, 'fhe aim of true ethics and social 
art is not to make the “great’' virtues universal, but to 
make them needless; the nearer the nations approximate to 
mental and moral perfection, the less they stand in need 
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' of these—liaii>py the people in which good deeds are so 
:ii.stoniaiy that scarcely an opportunity is left for heroism. 
The chief instrument for the moral cultivation of the people 
is the development of the reason, the conscience, and the 
I benevolent affections. IJahituation to deeds of kindness 
is a source of pure and inexhaustible ha])piness. Sym-]>athy 
with the good of others must be so cultivated that the 
sacrifice of personal enjoyment will be a sweeter joy than 
the pleasure itself. Let the child early learn to enjoy the 
'ielight of loving and of being loved. We must, fmally, 
strive toward the gradual diminution of the inequalities of 
capacity, of property, and between ruler and ruled, for to 
abolish them is impossible. 

Of the remaining philosophers of the revolutionary period 
mention may ])e made of the physician Cabanis {Relations 
of the Physical and the Moral in Man, \799), and Destutt 
. de Tracy ( Elements of Ideology, 1801 see],). The former is a 
materialist in ]).sychology (the nerves arc the man, ideas are 
.'secretions of the brain), considers consciousness a property 
of onganic matter (the soul is not a being, but a faculty), 
and makes moral synqmthy develop out of the animal 
iu.stincts of preservation and nourishment. De Tracy, 
also, derives all p.sychical activity from organization and 
sensation. His doctrine of the will, though but briefly 
sketched, is interesting. The desires have a .passive and an 
. active side (corresponding to the twofold action of the 
nerves, on themselves and on the muscles) ; on the one hand, 
they are feelings of pleasure or pain, and on the other, they 
lead us to action—will is need, and, at the same time, 
the source of the means for satisfying this need. Both 
• these feelings and the external movements are probably 
J>ased upon unconscious organic motions. The will is 
rightly identified with the personality, it is the ego itself, 
the totality of the physico-psychical life of man attaining 
to self-consciousness. The inner or organic life consists in 
the self-preserving functions of the individual, the outer or 
animal life, in the functions of relation (of sense, of mo¬ 
tion, of speech, of reproduction); individual interests are 
rooted in the former, sympathy in the latter. The primal 
. good is freedom, or the power to do what we will; the 
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highest thing in life is love. In order to be happy we miisi 
avoid piinishinent, blame, and pangs of conscience. 

4. Rousseau’s Conflict with the Illumination* 

The Genevese, Joan Jacques Rousseau( 1712—78), stand-* 
in a similar relation of opposition to the bVencIi Illumina¬ 
tion as the Scottish Scliool to the Englisl^ and Herder and 
Taco-bi to the German. He points us away from the cob^ 
soj)histical inferences of the understanding to the immedial' 
convicti<ai of feeling; from the imaginations of science 
the unerring voice of the heart and the eonseietice; fnsin 
the arlilicial conditions of culture to h(*:ilthv nature. 'Hr 
\ aunted niuminatioii is n(>L the lever of progress, hut Mu 
source of all degeneration; morality does not rest on th.* 
sl'.rewfl crdritlation oF self-interest, but on original social anrl 
sympathetic instincts {love for tlic good is iust as natural 
to the human heart as self-love: enthusiasm for virtue ha- 
nothing t,o do with our interest: what would it mean to 
give up (nie’s life for tlie sake of advanta:^e?): the truths of 
religion are not ()])ject.s ol thought., Imt of j)ious feeling. 

l>tousseau commenced his career as an author with the 
Discourse on the Sciences and the Arts, 1730 (the discussior 
of a prize question, crowned by the Acadtanv of Dijon), 
witich lie descril}es as entirely pernicions, arnl the Discours. 
on the Ortf/tn and ttic IJascs of the Jv.eniialf(y aniona ^Icn 
1/33. lly n:i'.iu'e mnn is innocent and gor»d, liecfvming evil 
only in sociGy. l^encction, civilization, and egoism are 
umiatural. In the happy state of nature ])ity and 
innocent seli-iove (auioar dc sni) ruled, and tlie latter was 
first corrupted ijy Hie reason into the artificial feeling of 
se:!;shne.;s ((■'.-••rur pro^Tc) in the conr.S(‘ of social dewelop- 
ment—tlnnkm - man is a degenerate animal. Pn»perty has 
dii\ided men into rich and poor; the magistraev, into strong 
and weak; arbitrary power, into masters and slaves. WtialMi 
gejieratcd luxury with its artificial delights of s^nence and 
the theater, which make ii.s mrme unhaj)py and evil than we 
otherwise are: science, the child of vice, becomes in turn 
the mother of new vice.s. All nature, all that is characteris- 


Cf. BrockerhofF, Lcipsic, 1863-74 ; L. Moreau, Paris, 1870. 
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i-ic, all that is good, has disa]>peared with advancing culture; 
tlie only relief from tlie universal degeneracy is to j^e 
hf>i>ed for from a return to nature on the ()f the in ii- 
xidual and society alike—from educalioii and a 
conformed to nature. 'I'hc novel Uuiilc is devoted to the 
pedagogical, and the Social Contract, or the Princll^lcs of 
Political Lau\ to the ])olitieal prohlein. ]k)th a]>peared in 
1762, followed two years later hy tlu: hciicrs from ihc 
Mouniaiii, a defense against, tlie attacks of the clcrgv. In 
these later writings Kousseauks naturalistic haired of reason 
appears essentially softened. 

Social (*r(Icr is a sacred right, whicli fonn.s tlie lircsis ni all 
others. It does not ])roceed, liowever, from nature--no 
man has natural ijovvcr over hi-, fellows, and rniglii con¬ 
fers no right.—consequently it rests on a c(Mitraci.. Xot. 
iiowever. on a contract between rr.ler and people. 'I'he act 
by which the peoi)le chooses a king is preceded hy the act 
m virtue of whicli it is a ])eo]>le. in the social contract- 
each devotes himself with his ])o\vers :ind his goods to th.e 
community, in order to gain the ))rotection of the latter. 
With this act the spiritual body ]>()]itic comes into being, 
and attains its unity, its ego, its will. The sum of the 
members is called the peoj)le: each menihcr, as a participant- 
in the sovereignty, citizen, and, as hound to olHfdiencc 
to the law, suljject. The individual loses his natural free- 
dmn, receiving in exchange the liberty of a citizen, which is 
limited by the general will, and, in addition, property rights 
in all that he ])osses?es, equality before the law, and moral 
fr('edom. which first really makes him master of himself. 
The impulse of mere desire is slavery, oijeclience to self- 
iii’-oosed law, freedom. 'Jhc sovereign is the people, law 
tlu* general ])opular will directed to the common good, the 
sirpreme goods, “ freedom and equality,*’ the chief objects 
of legislation. The lawgiving power is the moral will of the 
body ■]X)litic, the government (magistracy, prince) its execu¬ 
tive physical power; the former is its heart, the latter its 
brain. Rousseau calls the government the middle term 
between the head of the state and the individual, or between 
the citizen as lawgiver and as subject—the sovereign (the 
pt'ople) commands, the goveriiTncnt executes, the subject 
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obeys. The act I)y which the ]>cople submits itself to iU 
head is not a contract, but merely a mandate; whenever it 
chooses it can limit, alter, or entirely recall the delegated 
power. In order to security against illegal encroachments or* 
the part of the government, Rousseau recommends regular 
assemblies of the people, in w hich, under suspension of gox - 
erimiental authority, the confirmation, abrogation, or altera¬ 
tion of the constitution shall he determined upon. Ever, 
the estahlishmeut of the articles of social belief falls to the 
sovereign j)eople. The essential difference between Rous¬ 
seau's theory of the state and that of Locke and Montes¬ 
quieu consists in his rejection of the division of pow'er^ 
and of representation by delegates, hence in its unlimited 
democratic character. A generation after it was given to the 
world, the French Revolution made the attempt to translate 
it into practice. Tlic masses carried out what Rousseau 
himself had thought, it is true, but. never willed" 
( Whndelband). 

Rousseau’s theory of education is closely allied to LockeV 
(ct. p. 180), whose leading idea—the devek»pment of indivi¬ 
duality—was entirely in harmony with the subjectivi.sm f>f 
the philosopher of feeling. Th.)sterity has not found it a diffi¬ 
cult task to free the sound kernel therein from the husks of 
exaggeration and idiosyncrasy which surrounded it. Among 
the latter belong the ]>reference of bodily over intellectual 
development, and the unlimited faith in the goodness of 
Iniman nature. Exercise the body, the organs, the sense- 
of the pupil, and keep liis soul unemployed as long as pos¬ 
sible; for the first, take care only that his mind be ke;;l 
free from error and his heart from vice. In order to secure 
complete freedom frc^ni disturbance in this devcIoi>ment, it 
is advisalde to isolate the child from society, nay, even frcuri 
the family, and to bring him up in retirement under the 
guidance of a j>rivate tutor. 

As the Swiss repu])lican .spoke in ]tousseau’.s ixditics, .so 
his religious theories* betray the Genevan Calvinist. '' The 
Savoyard Vicar's Profession of Faith " fin Emile) proclaims 
deism as a religion of feeling. I'he rational proofs brought 
forward for the existence of (k»d—from the motion of matter 

•Cf. Ch. Rorgeaud, Rousseaus RcU^ionsphilosophie, Geneva and 
I^jpsic, 1883. 
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in itself at rest, and from the finality of the world— are onlv 
dcsij,med, as he declares hy letter, to confute the materialists, 
and derive their inipregnaliility entirely from the inner 
evidence of feeling, which amid the vacillation of the 
1 Cason pjo and con gives the final decision. 

If we limit our inquiry to tliat uliich is alone of iiupur- 
tance for us, and rely on the evidence of feeling, it cannot 
be doubted that I myself exist and feel; tliat there exists 
an external world wliich affects me; that thought, com- 
[XirisoTi or judgment concerning nlations is different from 
sensiition or the perception of objects—for the latter is a 
passive, but the former an active process; that I myself 
produce the activity of attention or consideration; that. 
cnnse(]uently, I am not merely a sensitive or passive, but 
also an active or intelligent being. 'J'he freedom of my 
thought and action guarantees to me the immaicrialitv of 
my soul, and is that which distinguishes me from the brute. 
The life of the soul after the decay of the body is assured 
U) me by the fact that in this world the wicked triumphs, 
wliile the good are oppressed. The fav<n*ed position which 
man occupies in the scale of beings—he is able to look over 
the universe and to reverence its author, to recognize order 
aiKl beauty, to love the good and to do it; and shall he, 
then, conqxire himself to the brute?—fills me with emotion 
and gratitude to the benevolent Creator, wdio existed before 
all thing.s, and wIkj will exist when they all shall have 
vanished away, to wliom all truths are one single idea, all 
places a point, all times a nioinent. 'I'he of freedom, of 
eternity, of creation, of the action of my will upon matter, 
etc., i.s, indeed, incomprehensible to me, but that these are 
so, my feeling makes me certain. 'J'hc worthiest einploymciii 
of riiy reason is to annihilate itself before God. The nioiar 
1 strive to contemplate his infinite essence the less do I con¬ 
ceive it. But it is, and that suffices me. The less I conceive 
it, the more I adore."’ 

In the depths of my heart I find the rules for my conduct 
engraved bv nature in ineffaceable characters. Everything 
is good that I feel to be so. "JTie conscience is the jnosl 
enlightened of all philosophers, and as safe a guide for the 
soul as instinct for the body. The infallibility of its judg- 
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merit is evidenced by the agreement of different peoples; 
amid the sur].irisiug dificrences of manners >'0u will every¬ 
where find the same ideas of justice, the same notions 0i 
jiood and evil. Show me a land where it is a crime to keep 
one's word, to be merciful, benevolent, magnanimous, w'lere 
the upright man is despised and the faithless honored! 
Conscience enjoins the limitation of our desires to the degree 
to which we arc capable of satisfying them, Init not tlieir 
complete supjnession- all jiassions are good when we 
control them, all e\i! when they control ns. 

In the second part of the “ Profession du h'oi dii Xdcaire 
Savoyard" Rousseau turns from liis attacks on .sensational¬ 
ism, materialism, atheism, and the moralny of inlere.*.r. to 
the criticism of revelation, in addition to natural 

religion, with its three uindamental doctrines. Clod, free¬ 
dom, and immortality, sliould other special doctrines he 
necessary, which rather confuse than clear up onr ideas of 
the Great Being, which exact from ns the acceptance of 
absurdities, and make men proud, intolerant, and cruel — 
whereas God requires from us no other service than that of 
the heart? Every religion is got>d in whicli men serve (jod 
in a 'befitting manner. If Clod had ]>rcs':ril)ed one single 
religion for us, lie would have provided it with infallible 
marks of its unique authenticity. The authority of the 
fathers and the priesthood is not decisive, for every religion 
claims to be revealed and alone true; the .Mohammedan has 
the same right as the Cdiristian to adhere to the rcligio?! of 
his fathers. Since all revelation comes down to us hy 
human tradition, rce.son alone can he the judge of its 
divinity. The careful examination of the documents, wh.ich 
are written in ancient languages, would require ati amount 
of learning which could not possibly hv a condition of 
salvation and acceptance with (jod. Miracles and projihecy 
are not conclusive, for how are we to distinguish the true 
among them from the false? If we turn from the external 
to the internal criteria of the doctrines themselves, even 
here no decision can be reached between the reasons pro 
and con (the author puts the former into the mouth of a 
believer, and the latter into that of a rationalist) ; even if 
the former outweighed the latter, the difficulty would still 
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remain of reconciling it with God’s goodness and justice 
that tlie gosjKd has not reached so many of mankind, and 
of explaining how those lo whom the divinity of Clndst is 
now proclaimed can convince themseivcs of it, while his con¬ 
temporaries misjudged and crucified liim. In my (Opinion, 
I am incapable of fathoming the triitli of the Chri.viian reli¬ 
gion and its value to those who confess it. Tlie investigation 
of the reason ends in “reverential doubt”: 1 neitlicr accept 
revelation nor reject it, but I reject the oldigation to accept 
it. My heart, however, judges otherwise than the reflection 
t)f my intellect; for this the sacred majesty and exalted 
simplicity of the Scrijitures are a most cogent proof tliat 
they are more than Iniman, and that lie whose liistory they 
contain is more tlian man. Hie tiairhing grace and pro¬ 
found wisdo:n of his words, tlie gentleness nf Ins conduct, 
the loftiness of liis maxims, his mastery over his ])assions, 
;ii)undantly prove that, he was neither an entluisiast nor an 
ambitious seclarv. v">ocrates lived and died like a philos¬ 
opher, Jesn^ like a (lod. The virtues of justice, jrat riot ism, 
and moderation taught liy Socrates, had iieen exercised by 
tlie great men of Greece before lie inculcated them. But 
whence could J(‘sus derive in liis time and caiuiitry that lofty 
morality which he alone taugiit and exemplified? Things 
of thi.s sort are not- invented. The inventor such deed.s 
Aould be more wonderful than the doer of them. Thus 
again, in the cjuestion of revealed religion, the voice ('f the 
lieart triumphs over the doubts of the reason, as, in the 
(juc.stion of natural religion, it had done over the ohjcctions 
of o]>poncnts. It is true, however, that this enthusiasm is 
jnicl not to the current Chri.stianity of the jiriests, but to 
the real Clirislianity of the gospel. 

Rousseau was the conscience of France, wl.ich rebelled 
against the negations and the bald emptiness of the matcri- 
ali.stic and atheistic doctrines. By vindicating with fervid 
eloquence the participation of the whole man in the highest 
({ucstions, in opposition to the one-sided illumination of the 
understanding, he became a pre-Kantian defender of the 
faith of yiractical reason. His emphatic summons aroused 
a loud and lasting echo, especially in Germany, in the hearts 
of Goethe, Kant, and Fichte. 
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LEIBNITZ 

Ix the contemporaries vSpinoza atid Locke, the tvv<f 
schools of nu)flcru idiilosojdiy, the Continental, startiiif^ 
from Descartes, and the Eiii;lish, which followed J.lacon, 
had reached the extreme of divergence and opposition. 
Spinoza was a rationalistic pantheist, l.ocke, an cmi)iriciil 
individualist. With Leibnitz a twofold a])proximation 
begins. As a rationalist he sides with Sihiioza against 
Locke, as an individualist with Locke against Spinoza. 
But he not only separated rationalism Iroiii j>anthcism, but 
also qualified it by the recognition (Which his historical 
tendencies had of themselves suggested to him) of a relative 
justification for empiricism, since he distinguished the factual 
truth.s of experience from the necessary truths of reason, 
gave to the former a noctical principle of their own, the 
principle of sufficient reason, and made sensation an indis¬ 
pensable step to the thought. 

To the tendencies thus manifested toward a just estima¬ 
tion and peaceful reconciliation of apposing standpoints, 
Leilmitz remained true in all the fields to which he devoted 
his activity. Thus, in the sphere of religion, he took an active 
part in the negotiations looking toward the reunion of the 
Protestant and Catholic Churches, as well as in those concern¬ 
ing the union of the Lutheran and the Reformed, lliiuself a 
stimulating man, he yet needed stimulation from without. 
He was an astoni.shingly wide reader, and declared that he 
had never found a book that did not contain something of 
value. With a ready adaptability to the ideas of others he 
combined a remarkable i:)Ower of transformative appropria¬ 
tion; he read into books more than stood w'ritten in them. 
The versatility of his genius was unlimited: jurist, historian, 
diplomat, mathematician, physical scientist, and philoso¬ 
pher, and in addition almost a theologian and a philologist 
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—he is not only at home in all these departments, because 
versed in them, hut everywhere contrilnitcs to their 
advancement by original ideas and plans. In such a 
combination of productive genius and wealth of knowledge 
Aristotle and Leibnitz are unapi:)n)ached. 

Gottfried Wilhelm Jx‘i])nitz was born in 164f) at Leipsic. 
where his father (Friederich Leibnitz, died 1652) was 
professor of moral philosophy: in his fifteenth year he 
entered the university of his native city, witli law as hi> 
princiijxil subject. llesides law, he devoted himself with 
quite as much of ardor to philosophy under Jacob Thoma- 
sius (died I 64 S 4 , th.e father of Christian 'rhoinasius), and 
to mathematics luuler K. Weigel in Jena. In 1663 (with a 
dis.sertation entitl(‘d Ih^ Priucipio Indli'iditi) he became 
Bachelor, in 166*1 Master of TMiilo.sophy, and in 1666, at 
Altdorf, Doctor of Laws, and then declined the |)rofessor- 
ship cxtraordiiiar)' offered him in the latter place. Having 
made the acquainUince of the former minister of the Elector 
of Mayence, hVciherr von Boincl.'urg, in Nuremberg, he went, 
after a short stay at Frankfort-on-thc-IMain, to the court, of 
the Elector at Mayence, at whose request he devoted him¬ 
self to the reform of legal procedure, besides writing, while 
there, on the most diverse subjects. In 1672 he went to 
Paris, where he remained during four years with the 
exception of a short stay in London. The special puqx)sc 
of the journey to Paris—to j)ersiuule Louis XTV. to under¬ 
take a camipaign in Egyf>t, in order to divert him from 
his designs upon Gemiany—was not successful; but LeiV»- 
nitz was cai)tivated by the society of the Parisian scholars, 
among them the mathematician, Huygens. From the end 
of 1676 until his death in 1716 Leibnitz lived in Hanover, 
whither he had been called by Johann Friedrich, as court 
councillor and librarian. The .successor of this prince, 
Ernst August, who, with his wife Sophie, and his daughter 
Sophie Charlotte, showed great kindness to the philosopher, 
wished him to write a history of the princely house of 
Brunswick; and a journey which he made in order to stud\ 
for this purpose was extended as far as Vienna and Rome. 
Upon his return he took charge of the Wolfenbiittel librar> 
in addition to his other engagements. 



268 


LKfBNJTZ 


Tlie marriage of tlic Princess Sophie Charlotlc with 
I'rederick of Branclenljurg, the first king of Ih*ussia» brought 
j^eibnit:' into close relations with Berlin. At Ins suggestion 
the Academy (Society) of v^ciences was f(Hindcd there in 
.1700, and lie himself became its first president. l:i Charlot- 
tenbiirg he worked on Ins principal work, the Xc7c l^ssays 
concerning ilic Ilunian Understanding, which was aimed at 
Locke, but the jaiblication of wliich was deferred on account 
of the death of the latter in the interim {1704), and did not 
lake place until 1765, in Raspe's collective edition. The 
d^ath of l lie Prussian queen in 1705 inlerruptcd for several 
years the ^/'head icy, which had been undertaken at her 
ricjucst. and which did not appear inuil 1710. In Vienna, 
wiiere he resided in 1713—Id. Leibnitz composed a short 
.'•latemeiit of his sy stem for Priiice Kugen; this, according to 
tV^rhardt, was not the sketch in ninety p:iragra])hs, familiar 
imder tlie title Monadology, which was first published in the 
uriginal by J. E. Krdmann in his exccdlent Coni hide Edition 
the Philosophical ITorks of Lcihuii::, 18-10. l)ut the Prin¬ 
ciples of Nature and of Grace, which a])])eared two years 
.li ter the author's death in VEnropc Sui'antc, Wliile Hrnst 
August, as well as the German emperor and I'eter the Great, 
distinguished the jdiilosopher, who was not indilTerent to 
riich honors, Ipv the Imstowal of lilies and ])referments his 
relations with the Hanoverian court, which until then had 
I'ccn so cordial, grew cold after the Elector (^eorg luidwig 
ascended the English throne as George T. The letters which 
i.eibnitz interchanged with his daughter-in-law', gave rise 
to the correspondence, continued to his death, with Clarke, 
who defended the theology of Newton against him. The 
contest for priority between I^eilftiitz and Newton concern- 
mg the invention of the diiTercntial calculus was later settled 
by the decision that Newton invented his method of fluxions 
tTst, but that I^eibnitz published his difl'crenlial calculus 
earlier and in a more perfect form. The variety of pursuits 
m which Leibnitz was engaged was unfavorable to the 
development and influence of his philosophy, in that it 
iiindered him from working out his original ideas in sys-te- 
matic form, and left him leisure only for the composition 
of shoi ter essays. Besides the two larger works mentioned 
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above, the N'czv Essays and the Theodicy, we have of philo¬ 
sophical works by Leibnitz only a series of private letters, 
and articles for the scientific journals (the Journal dcs 
Servants in Paris, and the Acta Erudilorum in Leii^sie, etc. i, 
aiiion:;^ which may be mentioned as specially im|iortant tlr 
Nezv System of Nafitrr, and of the Inter acti on o\ Substance s 
as well as of the VnJnn zvhich exists between the Soul and 
the Body, 1695, whicli was followed <lurjn" the next year hy 
three explanations of it, and the paper Dc Ifsa Xafura, 1698. 
Previous to Erdmann (1840) the following had dc.serv(‘d 
credit for their editions of {...cilmitz: Feller, Korthol*, 
(Iruber, Rasj)e, Dutens, I'eder, Guhraucr (the German 
works), and since Erdmann. Pertz, I'oucher de Larcil, Onia 
Klopp, and especially J. C. Gerhardt. The last named pub¬ 
lished the mathematical works in seven volumes in 1849- - 
63, and recently, Perlin, 1875—the pliilosoplncai treatises, 
also in seven volumes.'^'* In our account of the T)hil()sc>phy oi 
Leibnitz we begin with the fundamental metaphysical con 
cepts, pass next to his theory of living ])eings and of man 
(theory of knowledge and ethics), and close with his in 
(juiries into the phikvsophy of religion. 

1. Metaphysics : the Monads, Representation, the Pre- 
established Harmony ; the Laws of Thought and of 
the World. 

Leibnitz develops his new concept of suljstance. the 
monad,t in conjunction with, yet in opposition to, the 

* We l;avc a life of Ixibiiii/. by I‘. thihraucr, jubiiee edition, 
Bredau, iS4'> [Mackie’.s Lijc, Ijosion, lS-i5 is ba‘;ed on (JiiliiMuer]. 
Among recent works on Lei nitz, \vc note die little work by \fcrz. 
Blackwood's philo.sophical Classics, 1SS4, and Ludwig Stein’s Lcihni: 
iind Spinnzu, Berlin, 1890, in which \vi?h the aid of previously iin 
edited material the relations of Leibnitz to Spinoza (win^n he \isiied 
at I’lic Hague on iii.s return journey from Paris) arc di-cussed, an 1 
the attempt is made to trace the developiiieiu of li.c li\cory o. 
monads, down to IfW. The new exposition of the Lcibnitzian 
monadology 1 y Ed. Dilbnan, w'hich has just appeared, we ha\e 
not yet been able to examine I The Englidi reader may be refcrrct! 
further to Dewey’s lu^ihruz in Criggs's Philosophical Classics, ItSSS. 
and Duncan’s Philosof^hical IVorJ^s of Leibnitz (selections translates, 
with notes), New Haven, 189f), as well as to the work of Merz already 
mentioned.—T r.] 

t According to L. Stein’s conjecture, 1-eibnitz took the expression 
Monad, which he employs after 1696, from the younger (Franc. 
Mcrcurius) van Hclmont. 
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Cartesian and the atomistic conceptions. Tlie Cartesians are 
right when they make the concept of substance the cardinal 
point in metaphysics and explain it by the concept of inde¬ 
pendence. But they are wrong in their further definition of 
this second concept. If we take inde|>endence in the sense 
of unlimitedness ami aseity, we can speak, as the examiple 
of Spinoza shows, of only one, tlie divine substance. 
If the Spinozistic re.sult is to be avoided, we must .substi¬ 
tute independent action for independent existence, .self¬ 
activity for self-exi.stence. Substance is not that which exists 
throu-gh itself (otherwise there would be no finite sub¬ 
stances), but that which acts through itself, or that which 
contains in itself the ground of its changing states. Sub 
stance is to be defined by active force,* by which we mean 
something different from and better than the bare possibility 
or capacity of the Scholastics. The potentia swe jaciiltas, 
in order to issue into action, requires positive stimulation 
from without, while the vis activa (like an elastic body) sets 
itself in motion whenever no external hindrance opposes. 
Substance is a being capable of action {la substance est un 
etre capable d'action). With the equation of activity and 
existence {quod non aglt, non exist it) the substantiality 
wdiich Spinoza had taken away from individual things is res¬ 
tored to them: they are active, consequently, in spite of their 
limitedness, substantial beings (quod agit, est substantia 
singularis). Because of its inner activity every existing 
thing is a determinate individual, and different from every 
other being. Substance is an individual being endowed with 
force. 

The atomists are right when they po.stulate for the ex¬ 
planation of phenomenal bodies simple, indivisible, eternal 
units, for every composite consists of simple parts. But 
they are wrong when they regard these invisible, minute 
corpuscles, which are intended to subserve this purpose 
as indivisible: everything that is material, however small 
it be, is divisible to infinity, nay, is in fact endles.sly 
divided. If we are to find indivisible units, we must pass 

•Francis Glisson (1596-1677, professor of medicine in Cambrid^ 
and London) had as early as 1671, conceived sufti'stanoes as forces in 
his treatise De Natura Substantice Energetica, That Glisson influenced 
Leibnitz, as maintained by H. Marion (Paris, 1880), has not been 
proven ; cf. L. Stein, p. 184. 
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over into the realm of the iminalcrial and come lo the 
conclusion that lK)dies arc comxx)sed of immaterial con¬ 
stituents. Physical i>oints, the atoms, are physical, hut not 
j)oints; mathematical ^Kjints are indivisible, but not real; 
metaphysical or substantial points, the incorporeal, soul¬ 
like units, alone combine in themselves indivisibility and 
reality—the monads are the true atoms. Together with 
indivisibility they possess immortality; as it is impossible 
for them to arise and perish through the combination and 
separation of jmrts, the\' cannot come into being or pass out 
of it in any natural way whatever, but only hy creation 
or annihilation. Their non-s-patial or punctual character 
implies the impossibility of all external influence, the monad 
develops its states from its own inner nature, has need of no 
other thing, is sufficient unto itself, and therefore deserves 
the Aristotelian name, entelechy. 

Thus two lines of thought combine in the concept of the 
monad. Gratefully recognizing the suggestions from both 
sides, Leibnitjs called Cartesianism the antechamber of the 
true philosophy, and at/Omism the preparation for the theory 
of monads. From the first it followed that the substances 
were self-acting forces; from the second, that they were 
immaterial units. Through the combination of both de- 
tenninations we gain information concerning the kind of 
force or activity which constitutes the being of the monad: 
the monads are representative forces. There is nothing 
truly real in the world save the monads and their repre¬ 
sentations [ideas, perceptions]. 

In discussing the representation in which the being and 
activity of the monads consist, we must not think directly 
of the conscious activity of the human soul. Representa¬ 
tion has in Leibnitz a wider meaning than that usuallv 
associated with the word. The distinction, which has 
become of the first importance for psychology, between 
mere representation and conscious representation, or 
between perception and apperception, may l>e best explained 
by the example of the sound of the waves. The roar which 
we perceive in the vicinity of the seanbeach is composed of 
the numerous sodnds of the single waves. Each single 
sound is of itself too small to be heard; nevertheless it must 
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make an iniipression on us, if only a small one, since other¬ 
wise their total—^as a sum of mere nothings—could not he 
heard. The sensation which the motion of the single wave 
causes is a weak, confused, unconscious, infinitesimal per¬ 
ception {petite, iiiscnsihlc perception), which must be com- 
l.incd with many similar minute sensations in order to 
become strong and distinct, or to rise above the threshold 
of consciousness. 'Die sound of the single wave is felt, but 
not distinguished, is perceived, but not api')erceivcd. These 
obscure states of unconscicnis re])rcscntation, which art* 
present in the mind of man along with states of clear 
consciousness, make up, in the lowest grade of existence, 
tlie whole life of the monad. There arc beings which never 
rise ai)Ove the condition of deep sleep or stiijMm. 

In conformity with this more inclusive meaning, percej)- 
tion is defined as the representation of the external in the 
internal, of mulriplicitv in unity (representatio multitudinis 
in initiate). The representing being, without prejudice 
to its simplicity, hears in itself a multitude of relations to 
external things. W’h.at now is the manifold, which is 
expressed, perceive.!, or rej.)resen{ed, in the unit, the 
monad? It is tlic wliolc world. V.vcvy monad rc])rcscuts 
all others in itself, is a concentrated all, the universe in 
miniature. Knch individual contains an infinity in itself 
(swK^lanfia mfinitas ariionrs siwul exercct ), and a supreme 
intelligence, for v.liicli every olxscnre idea would at once 
become distinct, would he able to read in a single monad 
the wiiolt* universe and its history—all that is, has been, or 
\A-i]] be; for Mu: past has left its traces behind it, and the 
future will bring nothing not founded in the present: the 
mf)nad is freighted with the past and bears the future in its 
]x)som. Every monad is thus a mirror of the universe,"" 

* The ohjccdon luss hcvn nu;dc agiunst Leibnitz, and ii:>t without 
^c: 1 ^on, ih:ir strictly speaking there is no content for the representation 
of the monads, although lie ap{)e;irs to offer ihem the richest of all 
contents, the whole world. Tlie “ All *’ which he makes them 
re:'re^:ent is itself nothing but a sum of beings, also representative. 
Tlie objects of representation are merely representing subjects ; the 
monad A represents the monads from B to Z, while these in turn do 
nothing more than represent one .mother. The monad miri*ors 
mirrors—where is the thing that is mirrored ? The essence of 
substance consists in being related to other;, which themsc!\es arc 
only points of relation ; amid mere relativities we never reach a real. 
That which prevented Leibnitz himself from recognizing this empty 
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but a living mirror {miror vivant de Vunivers), which gener¬ 
ates the images of thimgs by its own activity or develops 
them from inner germs, without experiencing influences 
from without. The monad has no windows through which 
anytliing could pass in or out, but in its action is dependent 
only on God and on itself. 

All monads represent the same universe, hut each one 
represents it differently, that is, from its particular ix)int of 
view—rq)resents that which is near at hand distinctly, and 
that which is distant confusedly. Since they all reflect the 
same content or object, their difference consists only in the 
energy or degree of clearness in their representations. So 
far then, as their action consists in representation, distinct 
representation evidently coincides with complete, unhindered 
activity, confused representation with arrested activity, or 
passivity. The clearer the representations of a monad the 
more active it is. To have clear and distinct perceptions 
onl}’ is the prerogative of (»od: to the Omnipresent every¬ 
thing is alike near. He alone is pure activity; all finite 
beings arc ;i>assive as well, that is, so far as their perceptions 
are not clear and distinct. Retaining the Aristotelian- 
Scholastic terminology, Leibnitz calls the active principle 
form, the passive matter, and makes the monad, since it is 
not, like God, pnrus actus and pure fonn, consist of form 
(entelechy, soul) and matter. This matter, as a constituent 
of the monad, does not mean corporeality, but only the 
ground for the arrest of its activity. The matciia prima 
( the principle of passivity in the monad) is the ground, tlie 
materia sccunda (the phenomenon of corporeal mass) the 
result of the indistinctness of the representations. For a 
group of monads appears as a body when it is indistinctly 
perceived. Whoever deprives the monad of activity falls 
into the error of Spinoza; whoever takes away its passivity 
or matter falls into the opposite error, for he deifies indivi¬ 
dual beings. 

formalism was, no doul)t, die fact that for him the mere form of 
representation was at once filled with a manifold experiential content, 
with the whole wealth of spiritual life, and that the quantitative 
differences in representation, which for him meant also degrees of 
feeling, desire, action, and progress, imperceptibly took on the qualita¬ 
tive vividness of individual characteristics. Moreover, it must not be 
o\»crlooked that the spiritual beings represent not merely the universe 
but the Deity as well, hence a very rich object. 

18 
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No monad represents the common universe and its indi¬ 
vidual parts just as well as the others, but either better or 
worse. There are as many different degrees of clearness 
and distinctness as there are monads. Nevertheless certain 
classes may be distinguished. By distinguishing' between 
clear and obscure perceptions, and in the former class 
between distinct and confused ones—a perception is clear 
when it is sufficiently distinguished from others, distinct 
when its component parts are thus distinguished—Ivcibnit/ 
reaches three principal grades. Lowest stand the simple or 
naked monads, which never rise above obscure and uncon¬ 
scious perception and, so to s]>eak, pass their lives in a 
swoon or sleep. If perception rises into conscious feeling, 
accoinij^anied by memory, then the monad deserves the 
name of soul. And if the soul rises to self-consciousness 
and to reason or the knowledge of universal truth, it is 
called spirit. Each higher stage comprehends the lower, 
since ev’en in spirits many perceptions remain oliscure and 
confused. Hence it w’as an error when the Cartesians made 
thought or conscious activity—by which, it is true, the 
spirit is differentiated from the lower heings--to such a 
degree the essence of spirit that they believed it necessary 
to deny to it all unconscious perceptions. 

From perception arises appetition, not as indejKMKlent 
activity, but as a modification of perception: it is nothing 
but the tendency to pass from one iiercejition to another 
iVappetit est la tendance d'nnc perception a line autre) \ 
impulse is perception in process of becoming. Where 
the perceptions are conscious and rational appetition rises 
into will. All monads are self-active or act spontaneously, 
but only the thinking ones are free. Freedom is the s|>on- 
taneity of spirits. Freedom does not consist in undeter¬ 
mined choice, hut in action without external compulsion 
according to the laws of one’s own being. Tlie monad 
develops its representations out of itself, from the germs 
which form its nature. The correspondence of the different 
pictures of the w^orld, however, is grounded in a divine 
arrangement, through which the natures of the monads have 
from the beginning been so adapted to one another that 
the changes in their states, although they take place in 
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rach according to immanent laws and without external 
influence, follow an exactly parallel course, and the result is 
the same as though there were a constant mutual interac¬ 
tion. This general idea of a prc-cstahlished harmony finds 
special aii)i)lication in the ])rol)lem of the interaction between 
body and soul. Body and soul are like two clocks so 
excellently constructed that, without needing to be regu¬ 
lated by each other, they show exactly the same time. 
Over the numberless lesser miracles with which oc('asion- 
ali--m burdened the Deity, the one great miracle of the jire- 
established harmony has an undeniable advantage. As 
one great miracle it is more worthy of the divine wisdom 
than the many lesser ones, nay, it is really no miracle at 
all. since the harircjiiy does not interfere with natural 
laws, but yields them. This idea may even be freed from 
^its therilogical investiture and reduced to the purely 
metaphysical expression, that the natures of the monads, by 
which the succession of their representations is determined 
in conformity with law, consist in nothing else than the sum 
of relations in which this individual thing stands to all other 
I arts of the world, wherein each member takes account of 
iill others and at the satne time is considered by them, and 
thus exerts iuMucnce as well as .sufiFers it. In this way the 
exiernal idea of an artificial adaptation is avoided. The 
{’.-sence of each thing is simply the ptisition which it occupies 
in the organic whole of the universe; each member is 
related to every other and shares actively and passively in 
the life of all the rest. Hie history of the universe is a 
.single great process in numberless reflections. 

The meta]>hysics of beibnitz begins with the ciuicept of 
rofiresentation and ends with the liarmony of the universe. 
The representations were multiplicity {tlie endless plurality 
of the represented) in unity (the unity of the representing 
monad) ; the harmony is unity (order, congniity of the 
world-image) in multiplicity (the infinitely manifold degrees 
of clearness in the representations). All monads repre¬ 
sent the same universe; each one mirrors it differently. 
The unity, as well as the difference, could not be greater 
than it is; every pos.sible degree of distinctness of represen¬ 
tation b present in each single monad, and yet there is a 



276 


LEIBNITZ 


single harmonic accord in which .the unnuimbered tones- 
unite. Now order amid diversity, unity in variety make up' 
the concept of beauty and perfection. If, then, this world 
shows, as it does, the greatest unity in the greatest multi¬ 
plicity, so that there is nothing wanting and nothing 
superfluous, it is the most perfect, the best of all possible 
worlds. Even the lowest grades contribute to the perfection 
of the whole; their disiii>pearance would mean a hiatus; and 
if the unclear and confused representations appear imperfect 
when considered in themselves, yet they are not so in refer¬ 
ence to the whole; for just on this fact, that the monad is 
arrested in its representation or is passive, i.c., conforms 
itself to the others and subordinates itself to them, rest the 
order and connection of the world. Thus the idea of har¬ 
mony forms the bridge between the Monadology and 
optimism. 

As in regard to the harmony of the universe we found it 
possible to distinguish between a half-mythical, narrative 
form of presentation and a purely al.)stract conception, so 
we may make a similar distinction in the doctrine of crea¬ 
tion. This actual world has been chosen by God as the best 
among many other conceivable worlds. Through the will of 
God the monads of w’hich the world consists attained their 
reality; as possibilities or ideas they were ])resent in the 
mind of God (as it were, prior to their actualization), pre¬ 
sent, too, with all the distinctive pro[)erties and ])erfections 
that they now exhibit in a state of realization, so that their 
merely possible or conceivable being Iiad the same content 
as their actual being, and their essence is not altered or 
increased by their existence. Now, since the impulse 
toward actualization dwells in every possible essence, and is 
the more justifiable the more perfect the essence, a com¬ 
petition goes on I>cforc God, in which, first, those monod- 
possibilities unite which are mutually compatible or 
compossible, and, then, among the different conceivable 
combinations of monads or worlds that one is ordained for 
entrance into existence which shows the greatest p(^ssible 
sum of perfection. It was, therefore, not the perfection of 
the single monad, but the perfection of the system of which' 
it forms a necessary part, that was decisive as to its admis- 



LAWS OF THOUGHT AND OF THE WORLD 


277 


Sion into existence. The best world was known through 
Tjod s wisdom, chosen through his goodness, and realized 
throuigh his power.* The choice was by no means arid- 
(rary, hut wholly determined hy the law of fitness or of 
the best {principe du mcilleur) ; God’s will must realize 
that which his understanding recognizes as most perfect. 
It is at once evident that in the coniipetition c»f the possi¬ 
ble worlds the victory of the best was assured by the lex 
ijiclioris, apart from the divine decisif)n. 

Tliis law' is the special ex]>rcsson of a more general one, 
the principle of sufficient reason, which Leilmitz added, as 
of equal authority, to the Ari.stotelian laws of Mionght. 
Things or events are real (and assertions Lrue) when 
there is a sufficient reason for their existence, and for their 
determinate existence. The principiitin rati (mis sufficientis 
gen^ems our empirical knowledge of contingent truths or 
<ruths of fact, wdiile, on the other liand, the pure rational 
knowledge of necessary or eternal (mathematical and 
iiietaphvsical) truths rests on ih^ p raid pi uni coniradictlonis. 
ddie principle of contradiction asserts, that: is, Wliatever 
contains a contradiction is false or impossible; whatever 
contains no contradiction is possible; that whose opposite 
contains a contradiction is necessary. Or positively fonnu- 
latcd as the principle of identity, everything and every 
representative content is identical with itself.f Upon this 

* In regard to the dependence of die world on God, there is a 
certain conflict noticeable in Leibnitz between the metaphysical inter¬ 
ests involved in the substantiality of individual beings, together with 
the moral interests involved in guarding against fatalism, and the 
<ipposing interests of religion. On the one side, creation is for him 
only an actualization of finished, unchangeable possibilities, on the 
otlier, he teaches with the mediaeval philosophers that this w^as not 
accomplished by a single act of realization, that the w'orld has need of 
conservation, i.c., of continuous creation. 

t Within the knowledge of reason, as •well as in experiential knowl¬ 
edge, a further distinction is made between primary truths (which 
need no proof) and derived truths. The highest truths of reason are 
the identical principles, which are self-evident; from these intuitive 
truths all others arc to be derived by demonstration—^proof Is analysis 
and, as free from contradictions, demonstration. Tl^e primitive truths 
of experience arc the immediate facts of consciousness ; whatever is 
inferred from them is less certain than demonstrative knowledge. 
Nevertheless experience is not to be estimated ar a low value; it is 
through it alone that we can assure ourselves of the reality of the 
. objects of thought, while necessary truths guarantee only that a pre¬ 
dicate must be ascribed to a subject (e.g., a circle), but make no 
, deliverance as to whether this subject exists or not. 
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antithesis between the rational laws of contradiction and 
sufficient reason—which, however, is such only for us men. 
wdiile the diA'ine spirit, which cognizes all things a priori, is 
able to reduce even the truths of fact to the eternal truths— 
Leibnitz bases his distinction between two kinds of necessity. 
That is metaphysically necessary whose i))>])osite involves 
a contradiction; that is morally necessary or contingent 
w’hlch. on account of it^ fitness, is preferred by (.»o(l to its 
(equally conceivable ) 0])g)osite. fo the latter class I)clongs, 
further, the physically necessary: the necessity of the laws 
of nature is only a conditional necessity (conditioned by 
the choice of the best) ; they are contingent truths or 
truths of fact. The principle of sufiicient reason holds 
for efficient as well as for final causes, and between the two 
realms there is, according to Leibnitz, the most complek' 
correspondence. In the material world every particular 
must be explained in a ])urely mechanical w^ay, but the 
totality of the laws of nature, the universal mechanism 
itself, cannot in turn he mechanically ext)lained, but only 
on tlie basis of finality, so that the mechanical point of view 
is comprehended in, and subordinated to, tlie teleological. 
Thus it becomes clear how l^cibnitz in the ratio sufficicas 
lias final causes chiefly in mind. , 

To the broad and comprelunisive tendency wdiich 
characteristic of Leibnitz’s thinking, philosophy owes a 
further series of general vvliich all stand in the closest 

relation k* one another and to his monadological and 
harmonistic principles, viz., the law of continuity, the law 
of analogy, the law of the universal dissimilarity of things 
or of the identity of indiscernihles, and, finally, the law of 
the conservation of force. 

»^he most fundamental of these laws is the lex continv.i. 
On the one hand, it fortiids every leap, on tlie other, all 
repetition in the series of beings and the series of events. 
Member must follow^ member without a break and without 
superfluous duplication; in the scale of creatures, as in the 
course of events, absolute continuity is the rule. Just as in 
the monad one state continually develops from another, the 
present one giving birth to the future, as it has itself grown 
out of the past, just as nothing persists, as nothing makes its 
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ent.rance suddenly or without the way being prepared for it, 
and as all extremes are hound together by connecting link.s 
and gradual transitions, — so the monad itself stands in a 
continuous gradation of beings, each of which is related to 
and different from each. Since the beings and events from 
a single uninterrupted series, there are no distinctions of 
kind in the world, but only distinctions in degree. Rest and 
motion are not oi>posites, for rest may be considered as 
infinitely minute motion; the ellipse and the paraluda are 
not (jualitative’y difierent, for the laws which hold for the 
one may be ?ipplied to the other. Likeness is vanishing 
unlikeness, passivity arrested activity, evil a lesser good, 
confused ideas simply less distinct ones, animals men with 
infinitely little reason, plants animals with vanishing con¬ 
sciousness, fluidity a lower degree of .iolidity, etc. Jn the 
whole world similarity and corresjxmdence rule, ;ind it is 
everywhere the same as here—between apparent o[)posites 
there is a distinction in degree merely, and hence, analogy. 
In the macrocosm of the universe things go on as in the 
microcosm of the monad; every later state of the world is 
[)refigured in the earlier, etc. If. on the one side, the bw of 
analogy follows as a comsequence from the law of continuity, 
on the other, we have the principium {idcntilatu) indis^ 
ccniihilimu. As nature abhors gaps, so also it avoids the 
superfluous. Every grade in the series must be represented, 
but none more than once. Tliere are no two things, no two 
events which are entirely alike. If they were exactly alike 
they would not he two, but mie. ’flic distinction between 
them is never merely numerical, iH»r merely local and tem- 
]:oral. hut always an intrinsic difference: each thing is dis¬ 
tinguished from every other by its peculiar nature. 'Ihis 
law holds both for the truly real (the monads) and lor the 
phenomenal world - you will never find two leaves exacth' 
alike. By tlie law of the conservation of force. Leibnit:' 
corrects the Cartesian doctrine of the conservation of 
motion, and approaches the point of view of the pre.sent- 
day. .\ccording to De.scartes it is the sum of actual motions 
which remains constant; according to Leibnitz, the sum of 
the active forces; while, according to the modern theory, 
it is the sum of the active and the latent or potential 
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forces—a distinction, moreover, of which Leibnitz himself 
made use. 

We now turn from the formal framework of genera! laws, 
to the actual, to that which, obeying these laws, constitutes 
the living content of the world. 

2. The Organic World. 

A living being is a machine composed of an infinite 
number of organs. The natural machines formed by God 
differ from the artificial machines made by the hand of man, 
ill that, down tx^ their smallest parts, they consist of 
machines. Organisms are complexes of monads, of which 
one, the soul, is supreme, while the rest, which serve it, fonn 
its body. The dominant monad is distinguished from those 
which surround it as its body by the greater distinctness of 
its ideas. The supremacy of the soul-monad consists in this 
one superior quality, that it is more active and more perfect, 
and clearly reflects that which the body-monads rej)resent 
hut ob.scurcly. A direct interaction between soul and body 
does not take place; t here is only a complete c o rrespoivd - 
eiice. instituted by God . He foresaw that the soul at such 
and such a moment would liave the sensation of warmth, or 
would wash an arm-motion executed, and has so ordered the 
development of the body-monads that, at the seime instant, 
they appear to cause this sensation and to obey this impulse 
to move. Now, since God in this foreknowledge and 
accommodation naturally paid more regard to the perfect 
beings, to the more active and more distinctly perceiving 
monads than to the less perfect ones, and sulx)rdinated the 
latter, as means and conditions, to the former as ends, the 
soul, prior to creation, actually exercised an ideal influence 
—through the mind of God—^upon its ^3ody. Its activity is 
the reason why in less perfect monads a definite change, a 
I)assion takes place, since the action was attainable only in 
this way, “ compossible with this alone.* The monads 
which constitute the body are the first and direct object of 
the soul; it perceives them more distinctly than it perceives, 
through them, the rest of the external world. In view of 

* Gustav Class, Die metaphysischen Voraussetzungen des 
Ij^ibnizischen Determinismus, Tiibingcn, 1874. 
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ihe close connection of the elements of the organism thus 
]K)stii]ate(l, Leilinitz, in the discussions with Father Des 
lU)sses concerning the compatibility of the Monadology with 
the doctrine of the Church, especially with the real presence 
of the body.of Christ in the Supper, consented, in favor of 
the dogma, to depart from the assumption that the simple 
alone could he substantial and to admit the possibility of 
composite substances, and of a “substantial bond” con¬ 
necting the ])arts of living beings. It a]ipcars least in 
contradiction with the other principles of the ]>hilosophcr 
TO assign the role of this vincultwi suhsianilalc to the soul 
i>r central monad itself. 

Everything in nature is organized; there are no soulless 
Ijodies, no dead matter. I'he smallest j)article of dust is 
]>eopled with a multitude of living beings and tlie tiniest 
drop of water swarms with organisms: every portion of 
matter may be compared to a 'ix)nd filled with iish or a 
garden full of plants. I'liis denial of the inorganic does not 
release our philosopher from the duty of explaining its 
apparent existence. If we thoughtfully consider liodics, we 
1 perceive that there is nothing lifeless and non-representative. 
Hut the phenomenon of extended mass arises for our confu-sed 
sensuous perception, which perceives the monads composing 
a body together and regards them as a continuous unity, 
i^ody exists only as a confused idea in the feeling subject; 
since, nevertheless, a reality without the mind, namely, an 
immaterial monad-aggregate, corresponds to it, the phe¬ 
nomenon of body is a well-founded one {phenomena bene 
fundatum), As matter is merely something present in sen¬ 
sation or confused representation, so space and time are also 
nothing real, neither substances nor properties, !)r.t only 
ideal things—the former the order of coexistences, the 
latter the order of successions. 

If there are no soulless bodies, there are also no bodiless 
souls; the soul is always joned with an aggregate of sub- 
4)rdinate monads, though not always with the same ones. 
Single monads are constantly passing into its body, or into 
its service, while others are passing out; it is involved in a 
continuous process of bodily transformation. Usually the 
change goes on slowly and with a constant replacement of 
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the parts thrown off. If it takes place quickly men call it 
l)irth or death. Actual death there is as little as there is 
an actual genesis; not the soul only, but every living thing 
is imperishaljle. Death is decrease and involution, birth 
increase and evolution. The dying creature loses only a 
])ortion of its bodily machine and so returns to the slum¬ 
berous or germinal conditions of “ involution,*’ in which it 
existed 'before Inrth, and from which it was aroused through 
conception tf» development. F're-existence as well as post- 
existence must be conceded both to animals and to men. 
Leuwenhoek’s discovery of the spermatozoa furnished a 
welcome confirmation for this doctrine, that all individuals 
have existed since the ])eginning of the world, at least a> 
preformed germs. The immortality of man, conformablv 
to his superior dignity, differs from the continued existence 
of all monads, in that after his death he retains memory and 
the consciousness of his moral personality. 

3. Man : Cognition and Volition. 

Jn reason man possesses reflection or self-conscious¬ 
ness as well as the knowledge of God. of the universal, and of 
the eternal truths or a priori knowledge, while the animal 
is limited in its perception to experience, and in it> 
reasoning to the connection of perceptions in accordance 
with memory. Man differs from higher beings in that the 
majority of his ideas are confused. Under confused 
ideas Leibnitz includes both sense-perceptions — anyone 
who has distinct ideas alone, as God, has no sense- 
percef)tion.s—and the feelings which mediate between the 
former and the perfectly distinct ideas of rational thought.. 
The delight of music depends, in his opinion, on an uncon¬ 
scious numbering and measuring of the harmonic and 
rhythmic relations of tones, aesthetic enjoyment of the 
beautiful in general, and even sensuous pleasure, on the 
confused perception of a perfection, order, or harmony. 

The application of the lex continni to the inner life has a 
very wide range. The principal results are; (1) tlie min i 
always thinks; (2) every present idea postulates a previous 
one from which it has arisen; (3) sensation and thouglit 
differ only in degree; (4) in the order of time, the ideas of 
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sense precede those of reason. We arc never wholly 
without ideas, only we are often n(>t conscious of them. If 
thouij^ht ceased in deep sleei>, we could have no ideas 
aw'akening, since every representation jirocceds from a 
preceding one, even though it he unconscious. 

In the thoughtful A’cti' Ussoys covccrunuj the Hiiiuan 
Understand mg J.eihnitz develo]>s his theory of knowledge 
in the form of a polemical commentary to l.ocke’s chief 
work.* According to Descartes some ideas (the pure con¬ 
cepts) are innate, accor<ling to Locke none, according to 
[.^eihnitz all. Or: according to Descartes some ideas (sensu¬ 
ous perceptions) come from without, according to Locke 
all do so, according to l^^eihnitz none, f^eibnitz agrees with 
Descartes against Locke in the position that the mind 
originally possesses ideas: he agrees with Locke against 
Descartes, that thought is later than sensation and the 
knowledge of universals later than that of particulars. The 
originality which Leibnitz attributes to intellectual ideas 
is different from that which Descartes had ascriljed and 
Locke denied to them. They are original in that they do 
not come into the soul and arc not impressed upon it from 
without; they are not original in that they can develop 
only from previrnisly given sense-ideas; again, they an‘ 
4)riginal in that they can he develoj^ed from confused idei' 
only because they arc contained in them impheite or as pre¬ 
dispositions. Thus J.eibnitz is able to agree with lx)th hi> 
predecessors up to a certain point: with the one, that 
the pure concepts have their origin within the mind: 
wdth the other, that they are not the earliest knowledge, 
but are conditioned by sensations. This synthesis, how¬ 
ever, was possible only because Iveibnilz looked on sensation 
differently from both the others. If sensation is to be the 
mother of thought, and the latter at the same time to 
preserv^e its character as original, Lc., as something ned 
obtained from without, sensation must, first, include an un¬ 
conscious thinking in itself, and, secondly, must itself receive 

•A careful comparison of Locke’s theory of knowledge with tha! 
of Lcibnilz is given by G. Hartenstcin, .‘ihhandltitigcn der s'dchs. 
Gesellschajt der Wisscnschaltcn, I^psic, 1S65, included in Hartcn- 
stein’s Historisch-philosophische Abfiandlunsen 1870. 
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a title to originality—and :spontaneity. As the Catholic 
dogma added the immaculate conception of the mother to 
that of the Son, so Ivcibnitz transfers the (virginal) origin 
of rational concepts, independent of external influence, to 
sensations. The monad has no windows. It bears ger- 
niinally in itself all that it is to experience, and nothing is 
impressed on it from without. The intellect should not be 
com]xired to a blank tablet, but to a block of marble in 
whose veins the outlines of the statue are prefigured. 
Ideas can only arise from ideas, never from external im¬ 
pressions or movements of corporeal parts. 'JTius all ideas 
are innate in the sense that they grow from inner germs ; 
we possess them from the ']>eginning, not developed 
i explicitc), but potentially, that is, we ha\T the c:n>acity to 
j)roduce them. The old vScholastic principle that “ there is 
nothing in the understanding which was not previously in 
sense ” is entirely correct, only one must add, except the 
•understanding itself, that is, the faculty of developing our 
knowledge out of ourselves. Thought lies already dormant 
in perception. With the mechanical position (sensuous 
representation precedes and conditions rational thought) 
is joined the teleological position (sensuous representations 
^xist, in order to render the origin of thoughts possible), 
and wdth this purposive detennination, sensation attains a 
higher dignity: it is more tlian has been seen in it before, 
for it includes in itself the future concept of the under¬ 
standing in an unconscious fonn, nay, it is itself an imper¬ 
fect thought, a thought in process of becoming. Sensation 
and thought are not different in kind, and if the former is 
‘Called a passive skite, still passivity is nothing other than 
diminished activity. I5oth are spontaneous; thought is 
merely spontaneous in a higher degree. 

By making sensation and feeling the preliminary step to 
thought, Leibnitz l>ecame the founder of that intellectualism 
which, in the system of Hegel, extended itself far l.)eyoTid 
the psychological into the cosmical field, and endeavored to 
conceive not only all psychical i^lienomena but all reality 
whatsoever as a development of the Idea toward itself. This 
conception, which may be characterized as intellectualistic 
in its content, presents itself on its fonnal side as a qiiantita- 
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tive way of looking at the world, which sacrifices all qualita¬ 
tive antitheses in order to arrange the totality of being and 
becoming in a single scries with no distinctions but those of 
degree. If Leibnitz here appears as the representative of a 
view of the world which found in Kant a i)()werful and 
victorious opponent, yet, on the other hand, he prepared the 
way by his conception of innate ideas for the Critique of 
Reason. By his theory of knowledge he fonns the transition 
link between Descartes and Kant, since he interprets neces¬ 
sary truths not as dwelling in the mind complete and explicit 
from the start, but as produced or raised into consciousness 
only on the occasion of sensuous experience. Tt must ht 
admitted, moreover, that this in reality was only a resto¬ 
ration of Descartes’s original })osition, ?.r., a deliverance 
of it from the misinterjDretations and perversions which it 
had suffered at the hands of adherents and o]>}>onent.s alike, 
but which Descartes, itfis true, had failed to render impos¬ 
sible from the vstart l}y conclusive explanations. The author 
of the theory of innate ideas certainly did not mean what 
Locke foists uix)n him, that the child in the cradle already 
possesses the ideas of (hxl, of thought, and of extension in 
full clearness. But whether Leibnitz improved or only 
restored Descartes, it was in any case an important advance 
when experience and thought were brought into more defi¬ 
nite relation, and the productive force in rational concepts 
was secured to the latter and the occasion of their production 
to the former. 

I'he unconscious or minute ideas, which in noetics had 
served b) break the force of Locke’s objections against the 
innateness of the principles of reason, are in ethics brought 
into the field against indetenuinism. They are involved 
whenever we believe ourselves to act without cause, from 
pure choice, or contrary to the motives j>rpsent. In this 
last case, a motive which is very strong in itself is overcome 
by the united power of many in themselves weaker. The 
will is always determined, and that hv an idea (of ends), 
which generally is of a very complex nature, and in which 
the stronger side decides the issue. An absolute equilibrium 
of motives is impossible; tlie world cannot be divided into 
two entirely similar i>arts (this in opposition to “ Buridan’s 
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r'iss A s])irit capable of looking us through and through 
would be al)lc to calculate all our volitions and actions 
Deforeh.and. 

In spite of this admitted inevitableness of our resolutions 
and actions, the predicate of freedom really belongs to them, 
and tliis on two grounds. First, they are only physically or 
morally, not. metaphysically, necessary ; as a matter of fact, 
it is true, they cannot happen otherwise, but their <)i>posit« 
involves no logical contradiction and remains conceivable, 
'i'o express this thought the formula, often repeated since, 
that our motives only imj)el, incite, or stimulate* the will, 
lait do not La)m])el it {iiicliiianf, non ncccssitant), was chosen, 
hut iu)t very happily. Secondly, the determination of the 
will is an inner necessitation, grounded in the being’s own 
nature, not an external compulsion. 'Phe agent determines 
niniself in accordance with his own nature, and for th.is each 
hears the res])()nsihility himself, for tiod, when he brought 
the monads out oi ])ossi])ility, into actuality, left their 
natures as they had existed heh>re the creation in the form 
of eternal ideas in His understanding. Though Feibnifz thus 
draws a distinction between his deterministic doctrine and 
the “ fatalism ” of Spinoza, he recognizes a second concept 
i)f freedom, which completely corre.sponds to Spinoza’s. A 
decision is the more free the more distinct the ideas which 
rletermine it, and a man the more free the more he withdraws 
liis will from the influence of the passions, i.r., confused 
ideas, and subordinates it to that of reason. God alone 
is absolutely free, because he has no ideas which are not 
distinct. The bridge between the two conceptions of 
freedom is established by the j>rinciple that reason con- 
stitutes the j>eculiar nature of man in a higher degree 
than the sum of his ideas; for it is reason which distin¬ 
guishes him from the lower l>eings. According to the first 
meaning of freedom man is free, according to the second, 
which coincides with activity, ])erfection, and morality, he 
.should become free. 

/Morality is the result of the natural development of the 
individual. Every being strives after perfection or increased 
activity, I.e., after more distinct ideas. Parallel to this the¬ 
oretical advance runs a practical advance in a twofold form: 
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the increasing distinctness of ideas, or enlightenment, or 
wisdom, raises the impulse to transitory, sensuous pleasure 
into an impulse to permanent delight in our spiritual ])er 
fection, or toward happiness, while, further, it o])ens up an 
insight into the connection of all beings and the harmony 
of the world, in virtue of which the virtuous man will seek 
to ])romote the perfection and ha|y|>iness of others as well as 
his owm, i.c,, will love them, for to love is to find pleasure in 
the happiness of others. To promote the good of all, again, 
is the same as to contribute one’s share to the world- 
harmony and to co-operate in the fulfilment of Ood’s pur- 
]jOscs. Probity and piety are the same. They form the 
highest of the three grades of natural right, which Leibnitz 
distinguishes ns jus slricfinn (mere right, with the principle: 
Injure no one), rrquifas (ec|uity or charity, with the maxim: 
d\) each his due), and prolntas sive pictas (honorablencss 
joined with religion, accordin'^ to the command: I^ead an 
ujiright and morally pure life). They may also lie desig¬ 
nated as commutative, di.^tributive. and universal justice. 
Pielief in Ood and immortality is a condition of the last. 

4. Theology and Theodicy. 

God is the ground and the end of the world. All beings 
strive toward him, as all came out from him. In !nan the 
general .striving toward the most perfect Heing rises into 
conscious love to God, which is conditioned by the know¬ 
ledge of God and pnjduces virtuous action as its effect. 
Enlightenment and virtue are the essential constituents of 
religion: all else, as cultus and dogma, have only a derivative 
value. Religious ceremonies are an imperfect expression 
of the practical element in ])iety, as the doctrines of faith 
are a weak imitation of the theoretical. It is a direct 
contradiction of the intention of the Divine 'Peacher when 
occult formulas and ceremonies, which have no c(^nnection 
with virtue, are made the chief thing. The ])oints in which 
the creeds agree are more imgiortant than those by which 
they are differentiated. Natural religion has found its most 
perfect expression in Christianity, although paganism and 
Judaism had also gra.sped portions of the truth. Salva- 
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tion is not denied U) the heathen, for moral purity is suffi¬ 
cient to make one a partaker of the grace of God. The 
religion of the Jews elevated monotheism, which, it is true, 
made its appearance among the heathen in isolated philos¬ 
ophers, (but was never the po-pular religion, into a law: but 
it lacked the belief in immortality. Christianity made the 
religion of the sage the religion of the people. 

Whatever of positive doctrine revelation has added to- 
natural religion transcends the reason, it is true, but does 
not contradict it. It contains no principles contrary to rea¬ 
son (whose o}>posite can be proved), but, no doubt, prin¬ 
ciples above reason, i.e., such as the reason could not have 
found without helj) from without, and which it cannot fully 
comprehend, though it is able approximately to under 
stand them and to defend them against objections. Hence 
Leibnitz defended the 'J'rinity. which he interprek^d as 
God's power, underskinding, and will, the eternity of the 
torments of hell (which brought him the commendation of 
Lessing), and other dogmas. ^liracles alsc) belong among 
the things the how and why of which we are not in a position 
to comprehend, but only the that and what. Since the laws 
of nature are only physically or conditionally nf‘cessary, 
have been enacted only because of their fitness for the 
purposes of God, they may be suspended in special cases 
when a higher end requires it. 

While the positive doctrines of faith cannot be proved— 
as, on the other hand, they cannot be refuted—the principles 
of natural religion admit of strict demonstration. The usual 
arguments for the existence of (md are useful, but need 
amendment. "I'he ontological argument of Descartes, that 
from the concept of a most perfect Being his existence 
f(dlows, is correct .so soon as the idea of God is shown kr 
he possible or free from contradiction. 'J'hc cosmological 
])ro()f runs: Contingent beings point to a necessary, self- 
existent Being, the eternal truths especially presuppose an 
eternal intelligence in which they exist. If we ask why any¬ 
thing whatever, or why just this world exists, this ultimate 
ground of things cannot be found within the world. Every 
contingent thing or event has its cause in another. How¬ 
ever far we follow out the scries of conditions, we never 
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reach an ultimate, unconditioned cause. Consequently the 
sufficient reason for the series must be situated without the 
world, and, as is evident from the haniiony of iliingrs, can 
only be an infinitely wise and good Being. Here the teleo¬ 
logical proof comes in: Troni the finality (jf the world we 
reason to the existence of a Being, as the author of the 
world, who works in view of ends and who wills and carries 
out that which is best,—to the supreme intelligence, good¬ 
ness, and power of tlie Creator. A special inferential value 
accrues to this position from the system of pre-established 
harmony—it is manifest that the complete correspondence 
(^f the manifold substances in the world, which are not con¬ 
nected with one another by any direct interaction, can pro¬ 
ceed only from a common cause endowed with infinite intelli¬ 
gence and j)Ovver. 

'Jhie ])Ossihility of proving the existence of one omnipotent 
and all-hcneficent God, and the im]X'ssibi]ity of refutinig the 
])Ositivf dogmas, save the harmony of faith and reason, which 
Hayle liad denied. The conclusion of the A'm* Essays and the 
opening id the Theodicy are devoted to this theme. The 
st'cond part gives, also against Baylc, the justification of 
God in view of the evil in the world. Si Pens esf, unde 
malum Optimism lias to reckon with the facts of experi¬ 
ence, and to show that this world, in spite of its undeniable 
imperfections, is still the best world. God could certainly 
have brought into actuality a world in which there would 
have been less imperfection than in ours, but it would at 
the same time have contained fewer perfections. No world 
whatever can exist entirely free from evil, entirely without 
limitation—whoever forbids God to create imperfect beings 
forbids him to create a world at all. Certain evils—in 
general terms, the evil of finitude—are entirely inseparable 
from the concept of created beings; imperfection attaches 
to every created thing as .such. Other evils God has 
permitted because it was only throuigh them that certain 
higher goods, which ought not to be renounced, could be 
l)rought to pass. Think of the lofty feelings, noble resolves, 
and great deeds which war occasions, think of national 
enthusiasm, readiness for sacrifice, and defiance of death— 
all these would be given over, if war should be taken out of 

19 
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the world on account of the suffering which it also brings 
in its train. 

If we turn from the general .]>rinciples to their application 
in detail, we find a seixirate proof for the inevitableness or 
salutary nature of each of the three kinds of evil—the meta¬ 
physical evil of created existence, the physical evil of 
suffering (and punishment), and the moral evil of sin. 
Metaphysical evil is absolutely unavoidable, if a world is to 
exist at all: created beings without imperfection, finiteness, 
limitation, are entirely inconceivable—something besides 
gods must exist. 'Fhe physical evil of misery finds its 
justification in that it makes for good. First of all, the 
amount of suffering is not so great as it appears to discon¬ 
tented spirits to be. Life is usually quite tolerable, and 
vouchsafes more jo\ and j)leasure than grief and hardship; in 
balancing the good and the evil we must especially remember 
to reckon on the j>ositive side the goods of activity, of 
health, and all that which affords us, perchance, no percep¬ 
tible pleasure, but the removal of which would be felt 
as an evil ( Theodicy, ii. § 251 ). Most evils serv^e to secure 
us a much greater good, or to ward off a still greater evil. 
Would a brave general, if given the choice of leaving the 
battle unwounded, but also withcjut the victory, or of 
winning the victory at the cost of a wound, hesitate an 
instant to choose the latter? Other trou]>Ies, again, must 
be regarded as punishment lor sins and as means of refonna- 
tion; the man who is resigned to God’s will may be certain 
tliat the sufferings which come to him will turn out for his 
good. Especially if we consider the world as a whole, it 
evident that the sum of evil vanishes ])efore the sum of 
good. It is wrong to look upon the happiness of man as 
the end of the world. Certainly God had the hapj>iness of 
rational beings in mind, but not this exclusively, for they 
form only a part of the world, even if it be the highest part. 
God’s purpose has reference rather to the perfection of the 
whole system of the imiver.se. Now the hannony of the 
universe requires that all possible grades of reality be ref)- 
resented, that there should be indistinct ideas, .sense, and 
corporeality, not merely a realm of spirits, and with these, 
conditions of imperfection, feelings of pain, and theoretical 
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and moral errors are inevitably given. The connection and 
the order of the world demands a material element in the 
monad, but happiness without alloy can never lye the lot of 
a spirit joined to a body. Thirdly, in regard to moral evil 
also we receive the assurance that the sum of the ])a(l is much 
less than that of tlie good. Then, moral evil is connected 
with metaphysical evil: created beings cannot be absolutely 
perfect, hence, also, not morally jyerfect or sinless. But, in 
return for this, there is no being that is absolutely imperfect, 
none only and entirely evil. With thi^ is joined the well- 
known principle of tlie earlier thinkers, that evil is nothing 
actual, but merely de^yrivation, a])sence of good, lack of 
clear reason and force of will. "1‘hat which is real in the 
evil action, the power to act, is perfect and good, and, as 
force, comes from God—the negative or evil element in it 
comes from the agent himself; just as in the case of two 
shij>s of the same size, but unequally laden, which drift with 
the current, the si>eed comes from the stream and the 
retardation from the load of the vessels themselves. God is 
not responsible for sin. for he has only pennitted it, not 
willed it directly, and man was already evil before he was 
created. The fact that God foresaw that man would sin 
does nt)t constrain the latter to commit the evil deed, but 
this follows from his own (eternal) being, which God left 
unaltered when he granted him existence. The guilt and the 
responsibility fall wholly on the sinner himself. The per¬ 
mission of evil is explained by the predominantly good results 
which follow from it (not, as in physical evil, for the sufferer 
himself, but for others)—from the crime of Sextus Tar- 
quinius sprang a great kingdom with great men (cf. the 
beautiful myth in connection with a dialogue of Laurentiiis 
Valla, Theodicy, iii. 413-416). Finally, reference is made 
again to the contribution which evil makes to the perfection 
of the whole. Evil has the same function in the world as the 
discords in a piece of music, or the shadows in a painting— 
the beauty is heightened by contrast. The good needs a foil 
in order to come out distinctly and to be felt in all its 
excellence. 

In the Leibnitzian theodicy the least satisfactory part is 
the justification of moral evil. We miss the view defended 
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in such grand outlines bv Hegel, and so ingeniously 'by 
Fechner, tliai the good is not the flower of a quiet, unmo¬ 
lested development, but the fruit of energetic labor; that 
it has need of its opposite; that it not merely must approve 
itself in the 'battle aigainst evil without and within the acting 
subject, but that it is only through this conflict that it is 
attainable at all. Virtue implies force of will as well as 
purity, and fiwce develojis only by resistance. Although 
he docs not ai){)reciate the full dq)th of the significance of 
pain. Leibnitz's view of sutrering deserves more approval 
than Ids (jUfstionable application to the ethical sphere of 
the quantitaiive view of the world, with its interpretation of 
evil as merely undeveloped good. But, in any case, the com- 
fassionate contcmpd of the pessimism of the day for the 
"shallow" Leibnitz is most unjustifiable. 



CHAPTER VIII 

THE GERMAN ILLUMINATION. 

1. The Contemporaries of Leibnitz. 

The period ])et\veen Kepler and 1/eibnitz in Germany was 
very poor in noteworthy philosophical phenomena. The 
physicist, Christoph Stunn'*' of Altdorf (died 1703), was 
a follower of J^)escartes, Joachim jungiust (died 1657) a 
follower of Bacon, though not deiuing with the latter the 
value of the mathematical method in natural science. Hier¬ 
onymus Hirnhayni, Al>bot at Prague {The Plague vj the Hu¬ 
man Race, or the ranify of Human Learning, 1676), de¬ 
clared the thirst for knowledge of his age a dangerous 
disease, knowledge uncerkiin, since no reliance can he placed 
on sense-perceptif»n and the principles of thought contradict 
the doctrines of faith, and hannful, since it contributes 
nothing to salvation, but makes its possessors proud and 
draws them away from ])iety. He maintained, further, that 
divine authority is the only refuge for man, and moral life 
the true science. Side by side with such skepticism Ilirn- 
hayni's contemporar}^ the poet Angelus Silesius (Joh. 
Scheffler, died 1(367), defended mysticism. The teacher of 
natural law, Samuel PufendorfJ (1632-94, professor in 
Heidelberg and laind, died in Berlin), aimed to mediate 
between Grotius and Hobbes. Natural law is demon- 
straible. its real ground is the will of God, its notitical 
ground (not revelation, but) reason and observation of the 
(social) nature of man, and the fundamental law the 
promotion of universal good. The individual must not 

♦ Chr. Sturm : Physica Conciliatrix, 1687 ; Physica PAcctitm, vol i. 
1697, vol. ii. with preface by Chr. Wolff, 1722 ; Compendium Univer^ 
salittm sen Metaphysica Euclidea, 

f J. *Jung, Logica Hamhurgiensis, 1638 ; cf. Guhraucr, 1859. 
i Pufendorf ; Elementa Juris Universalisy 1660 ; De Statu Imperii 
Germaniciy 1667, under the pseudonym Monzambano ; De Jure 
Natura et Gentium, 1672, and an abstract of this, De Officio Hominis 
et Civis, 1673. 
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violate the interests of society in satisfying his impulse to 
self-preservation, 't>ecause his own interests require social 
existence, and, consequently, respect for its conditions. 

Ihifendorf was followed by Christian Thoinasius^ (1655- 
1728; professor of law at the University of Halle from its 
foundation in 1694). lie was the first instructor who 
ventured to deliver lectures in the Gennan language—in 
Leipsic from 1687—and at the same time was the editor 
of the first learned journal in Gennan {Tcutsche Monate, 
Geschichtc der IVcischcit und Thorheit). In Thomasius the 
characteristic features of the (German Illumination first came 
out in lull distinctness, namely, the avoidance of scholas¬ 
ticism in expression and argument, the direct relation of 
knowledge to life, sober rationality in thinking, heedless 
eclecticism, and the demand for religious tolerance. 
Philosophy must lx? generally intelligible, and practically 
useful, knowledge of the world (not of God); its form, free 
and tasteful ratiocination; its object, man and morals; its 
first duty, culture, not leJirning; its highest aim, happiness; 
its organ and the criterion of every truth, common sense. He 
alone gains true knowledge who frees his understanding from 
prejudice and judges only after examining for himself; the 
joy of mental peace is given to no one who does not free 
his heart from foolish de.sires and vehement jmssions, and 
devote it to virtue, to “rational love.’* The positive doc¬ 
trines of Thomasius have less interest than this general 
standpoint, which prefigured the succeeding period. He 
divides practical philosophy into natural law which treats of 
the justiim, politics which treats of the decorum, and ethics 
which treats of the honestum. Justice bids us. Do not to 
others what you would not that others should do to you; 
decorum, Do to others as you would that they should do 
to you; and morality, Do to yourself as you would that 
others should do to themselves. The first two laws relate 
to external, the third to internal, peace; legal duties may 
be enforced by compulsion, moral duties not. 

If Thomasius was the leader of those popular philoso- 

* Thomasius : Institutionum Jurisprudeniite Divina: Ubri Tres, 
1688 ; Fund amenta Juris Natures et Gentium, 1705, both in Larin ; in 
German, appeared in 1691—96 the Introduction and Application of 
Rational and Moral Philosophy 
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phers who, unconcerned about systematic continuity, 
discussed every question separatdy before the tribunal of 
common sense, and found in their lack of alleigiance to any 
philosophical sect a sufficient guarantee of the unpreju¬ 
dicedness and impartiality of their reflections, Count 
Walter von Tschirnhausen (1651-1708: Medecina Mentis 
sivc Artis Invcnicndi Prcrccpta Gencralia. 1687), a friend of 
Spinoza and Leibnitz, became the prototype of another 
group (rf the philosophers of the Illumination. This group 
favored eclecticism of a more scientific kind, by starting 
from considerations of method and seeking to overcome 
the antithesis l>et\veen rationalism and empiricism. While 
fully persuaded of the validity and necessity of the mathe¬ 
matical method in philosophical investigations, as well as 
elsewhere, Tschirnhausen still holds it indispensable that the 
deductions, on the one hand, start from empirical facts,, 
and, on the other, that they l>e confirmed by experiments. 
Inner experience gives us four primal facts, of which the 
chief is the certainty of self-consciousness, d'he second, 
that many things aflfect us agreeably and many disagree- 
a]>ly, is the ha.sis of morals; the third, that some things are 
comprehensible to us and others not, the kisis (^f logic; the 
fourth, that through the senses we passively receive 
impressions from without , the basis of the empirical sciences,, 
in particular, of physics. Con.sequently consciousness, will, 
understanding, and .sensuous representation {imeghmtio) 
together with corporeality, are our fundamental concepts. 
Not perception {pcrceptio), but conception (conceptio) 
alone gives science; that which we can “conceive” is true; 
the understanding as such cannot err, but undoubtedly 
the imagination can lead us to confuse the merely perceived 
with that which is conceived. Tlie method of science is; 
geometrical demonstration, which starts from (genetic) defi¬ 
nitions, and from their analysis obtains axioms, from their 
combination, theorems. That which is thus proved a 
priori must, as already remarked, be confirmed a posteriori. 
The highest of all sciences is natural philosophy, since 
it considers not sense-objects only, not (like mathe¬ 
matics) the objects of reason only, but the actual itself in its 
true character. Hence it is the divnie science,, while the 
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human sciences busy themselves only with our ideas or the 
relations of things to us. 

2« Christian Wolff. 

Christian Wolff was !x)rn at Breslau in 1679, studied 
theology at Jena, and in addition mathematics and phil¬ 
osophy, habilitated at Leipsic in 1703, and obtained, 
through the instrumentality of Leibnitz, a professor¬ 
ship of mathematics at Halle, in 1706. His lectures, 
which soon extended themselves over all philosophical 
disciplines, met witii great success. This j)opularity. as 
well as the rationalistic tendency of his thinking, aroused 
the disfavor of tlie pietists, hVancke and Lange, who 
succeeded, in 1723. in securing from King Frederick 
\\'illiam I. his removal from his chair and his expulsion 
from the kingdom. Finding a refuge in Marburg, he was 
called back to Halle by Frederick the Great a short time 
after the latter's ascension of tlie throne. Here he taught 
and wrote zealously until his death in 175-1. In his lectures, 
as well as in Inlf of his writings,* he followed the example 
of Thomasius in using the tierman language, which he 
prepared in a most praiseworthy manner for the expression 
of philosophical ideas and furnished with a large part of 
the technical terms current to-day. Thus the terms Ver- 
haliniss (relation), Vorstelluug (representation, idea). 
Bnvusstsein (consciimsness), stetig (concome from 
Wolff, as well as the distinction between Kraft (power) and 
Vernid(jcn (faculty), and between Gniud (ground) and 
Ursachc (cause).f Another great service consisted in the 

* Reasonable Thnuvjits nn the Pott ers of the Human Understanding, 
1712 ; Reasonable TJinit^kts on God, the World, and the Soul of Man, 
aiso on All Things in General, 171^> (Notes to this 1724) ; Reasonable 
Thoughts on the Conduct of Man, 1720 ; Rea>onahle Thoughts on the 
Sod til Life of Man, 1721 ; Reasonable Thoughts or, the Operations of 
Nature, 1723 ; Reasonable Thoughts on the Purposes of Natural 
Things, 1724 : Reasonable Thoughts on the Parts of Man, Animals, 
and Plants, l725, all in German. Besides these there are extensive 
Latin treatises ('I728A3) on Logic, Ontology, Cosmology, Empirical 
and Rational Psychology, Natural Theology, and all branches of 
Practical Philosophy. Detailed extracts may be found in Erdmann’s 
Versuch einer wissenschaf tlie hen Darstellung, ii. 2. The best account 
of the Wolffian philosophy has been given by Zeller (pp. 211-273). 

t Eucken, Geschichte der Terminologie, pp. 133-134. 
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reduction of the pliilosophy of Leibnitz to a systematic 
form, by which he secured a dissemination for it which 
otherwise it would scarcely have obtained. But he did 
not possess suriicient orii^inality to coiUri])ute anythinj^ 
remarkable of his own, and it showed little self-knowledge 
when he became indignant at the designation l..ei!initzio- 
Wolfiian 'philosoj>hy, which was first used by his pupil, 
IMlfmger. The alterations which he made in the doc¬ 
trines of i^eibnitz are far from being improvements, and the 
jiarts which lie rejected are just the most characteristic and 
thoughtful of all. Such at least is the opinion of thinkers 
to-day, tliough tliis mutilation and leveling down of the 
most daring of Leibnitz’s liy?fK)lheses was perhaps entirely 
advantageous for W’olfi’s impression on his contemporaries: 
what appeared questionable to him would no doubt ha\’e 
rq^elled them also. Leibnitz’s two leading ideas, the 
theory of monads and t.he pre-established harmony, were 
most of all aiYected by this process of toning down. 

weakens the fonner by attributing a representative 
power only to actual souls, which are capable of con¬ 
sciousness, although he holds that bodies are com¬ 
pounded of sim])Ie beings and that the latter are endowed 
with (a not further defined) force. He limits the applica¬ 
tion of the pre-established harmony to the relation of bod\’ 
and soul which to Leibnitz was only a case especially 
favoralile for the illustration of the hypothesis. By such 
trifling the real meaning of both these ideas is sacrificed 
and their bloom rublied off.—^While depth is lacking in 
Wolff's thinking, he is remarkable for his power of sys¬ 
tematization, his persevering diligence, and his logiail 
earnestness, so that the praise bestowed on him by Kant, 
that he was the author of the spirit of thoroughness in tier- 
many, was well deserved. He, too, finds the end of philoso¬ 
phy in the enlightenment of the understanding, the 
improvement of the heart, and, ultimately, in the promo¬ 
tion of the happiness of mankind. But while Thomasius 
demanded as a condition of such universal intelligibility 
and usefulness that, discarding the scholastic garb, philoso¬ 
phy should appear in the form of easy ratiocination, Wolff, 
on the other hand, regards methodical procedure and 
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certainty in results as indispensable to its usefulness, and, 
in order to this certainty, insists on distinctness of concep¬ 
tion and cois^cncy of proof. He demands a pltilosohhia et 
ccrta ct utilis. If, finally, his methodical deliberateness, 
especially in his lat-er works, leads him into wearisome 
diffuseness, this pedantry is made good by his genuinely 
Gcnnan, honest spirit, which manifests itself agreeably in 
his judgment on practical questions. 

Wolff reaches his division of the sciences by combining 
the two psychological antitheses—the higher (rational) 
and lower (sensuous) faculties of cognition and appetition. 
On the first is based the distinction between the rational 
and the empirical or historical method of treatment. The 
latter concerns itself with the actual, the fonner with the 
possible and necessary, or the grounds of the actual; the 
(me observes and describes, the other deduces. The 
antithesis of cognition and ap|>etilion gives the basis for the 
division into theoretical and practical f>hilosophy. The 
former, called metaphysics, is divided into a general ])art, 
which treats of being in general whether it be of a cor|M)real 
or a spiritual nature, and three sj)ecial |>arts, according to 
their princi]ml sulqects, the world, the soul, and (»od,— 
hence into ontology, cosmology, psychology, and theology. 
The science which establishes rules for action and regards 
man as an individual being, as a citizen, and as the head or 
member of a family, is divided (after Aristotle) into ethics, 
politics, and economics, which are preceded by practical 
philosophy in general, and by natural law. The introduction 
to the two principal parts is furnished by formal logic. 

PhilosojAy is the science of the possible, i.c., of that 
which contains no contradiction: it is science from con¬ 
cepts, its principle, the law of identity, its form, demon¬ 
stration, and its instrument, analysis, which in the predicate 
explicates the determinations contained in the concept of 
the subject. In order to confirm that which has been de¬ 
duced from pure concepts by the facts of experience, psycho- 
logia rationalis is supplemented by psychologia empirica, 
rational cosmology by empirical physics, and speculative 
theology by an experimental doctrine of God (teleology). 
Wolff gives no explanation how it comes about that the 
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deliverances of the reason agree so beautifully with the facts 
of experience; in his naive, unquestioning belief in the in¬ 
fallibility of the reason he is a t)q)ical dogmatist. 

A closer examination of the Wolffian philosophy seems 
unnecessary, since its most essential portions have already 
been discussed under Leibnitz and since it will be necessary 
tiO recur to certain points in our chapter on Kant. 
Therefore, referring the reader to the detailed accounts in 
Erdmann and Zeller, we shall only note that Wolff’s 
ethics opposes the princi])le of perfection to the English 
j>rinciple of happiness {that is good which i)erfects man’s 
condition, and this is life in conformity with nature or 
reason, with which happiness is necessarily connected); 
that he makes the will determined by the understanding, 
and assigns ignorance as the cause of sin; that his philoso¬ 
phy (»f religion, which argues for a natural religion in 
addition to revealed reli.^ion (exj^eriential and rational 
])roofs for the existence (»f <lod, and a deductum of his 
attributes), and sets up certain tests for the genuineness of 
revelati(ni, favors a rationalism which was flexible enough 
t(j allow his pupils either to take part in orthodox move¬ 
ments or to advance to a deism hostile to the Church. 

Among the folknvcrs of Wolff, Alexander Baumgarten 
(1714-62) deserves the first place, as the founder of Ger¬ 
man a*.sthetics {JEsthciica, 1750 scq,). He perceives a gap 
in the system of the philosophical sciences. This contains in 
ethics a guide to right volition, and in logic a guide to 
correct thinking, but there arc no directions for correct feel¬ 
ing, no aesthetic. The beautiful would form the subject of 
tliis disci])line. For the perfection (the harmonious unity of 
a manifold, which is pleasant to the spectator), w^hich mani¬ 
fests itself to the will as the good and to the clear thinking 
of the understanding as the true, appears—according to 
Leibnitz—to confused sensuous perception as beauty. From 
this on the name jesthetics was established for the theory of 
the 'l)eautiful, though in Kant’s great work it is used in it« 
literal meanings as the doctrine of sense, of the faculty 
of sensations or intuitions. Baumgarten’s pupils and fol¬ 
lowers, the tcsthetic writer G. F. Meier at Halle, Baumeister, 
and others, contributed like himself to the dissemination of 
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the Wolftiaii system l>y their manuals on different branches 
of philosophy. To this school belong also the following: 
Thiiminig (Institutiones Philosophy PVolfiance, 1725-26) ; 
the theologian Siegmund Baumgarten at flalle, the elder 
brother of the ;esthete; the mathematician Martin Jvnutzen, 
Kant’s teacher;* * * § the literary historian Goltschedt at 
Leipsic; and G. Ploncqiiet, who in his Mcthodiis Cdlcitlandi 
in Logins, with a Commcntatio de Arte CJuirac tens tied Uni* 
zu'rsal'i, apjxmded to his Principia dc Snhstantiis ct Pheenorn- 
enis, 1753, took up again Leibnitz’s cherished plan for a 
logical calculus and a universal syin]H)lic language. The 
psychologist Kasiinir von Creuz (Lssay on the Soul, in two 
parts, 1753-54), and ]. H. Lanibert.J whom Kant deemed 
worthy of a detailed correspondence, take up a more 
inde[.'-endent {xisition, both demanding that the Wolffian 
rationalism be supplemented by the empiricism of Locke, 
and the latter, moreover, in anticipation of the Critique of 
Reason, pointing very detinitely to the distinction betweer* 
content and form as the salient point in the theory of 
knowledge. 

Among the op])onents of the Wolffian philosophy, all 
of whom favor eclecticism, A. Rudigcr§ and Chr. Aug. 
Crusius.j; who was influenced by Rudiger, and, like him, a 
professor at Leipsic, are the most important. Riidiger 
divides philosophy according to its objects, “wisdom, justice, 
prudence/' into three parts—the science of nature (which 
must avoid one-sided mechanical views, and emt>loy ether, 
air, and spirit as princi]jles of explanation) : the science of 
duty (which, as metaphysics, treats of duties toward God, 
as natural law, of duties to our neighbour, and deduces both 

* Benno Erdmann, M. KntHzcn tmd seine Zeit, 1875. 

I 1 ii. W, Danzel, Gottsched und seine Z^cit^ 184^ 

{Lamlbert: Cosmological Letters, 1751; New Organon, 1764; 
Groundwork of Architectonics, 1771. Bcrnouilli edited .same of 
Lambert’s papers and liis correspondence. 

§ Rudiger ; Disputatio de eo quod Omnes Idea! Oriantur a Sensione, 
1/04 ; Phtlosophta Syntlietica, 1707 ; Physica Divina, 1716 ; Philosophia 
Pragmatica, 1723. 

\‘ Cru.sius : De Ustt et Umitihus Principii Rationis, 1743 ; Direc¬ 
tions how to Ijve a Rational Life (theory of the will and of ethics), 
1744 ; A S\ctcli of the Necessary Truths oj Reason, 1745 ; Way to 
the Certainty and Trustworthiness of Human Knowledge^ 1747. 
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from the primary duty of obedience to the will of God) ; 
and the science tif tlie good (in which Rudiger follows the 
treatise of the Spaniard, Gracian, on j)ractical wisdom). 
Crusius agrees with Riidigcr that mathematics is the science 
of the possible, and philosophy the science of the actual, 
and that the latter, instead of imitating to its own disadvan¬ 
tage the deductive-analytical method of geometry, must, 
with the aid of experience and with attention to the proba- 
Vhlity of its conclusions, rise to tlie highest principles syn¬ 
thetically. Besides its deduction the detenninism of the 
W'olfliaii philosophy gave offense, for it was believed to 
endanger morals, justice, and religion. The will, the 
si>ccial fundamental power of the soul (consisting of the 
im]>ulses to perfection, love, and knowledge), is far from 
being determined by ideas; it is rather they which depend 
('ll the will. Idle application of the ])rinciple of sufficient 
reason, which is wrongly held to admit of no exception, 
must be restricted in favor of freedom. For the rest, we 
may note concerning Crusius that he derives the ]>rinciple 
of sufficient reason (everything wdiich is now, and before 
was not, ha.s a cause) and the principle of contingency 
from the principles of contradiction, inseparability, and 
incompatibility, and these latter from the principle of 
conceivability; that he rejects the ontological argument, 
and makes the ground of (obligation in morality consist in 
obedience toward God, and its content in perfection. 
Among the other opponents of the Wolffian philosophy, we 
may mention the theologian Budde (us)* {Institiitiones 
Philosopliicc Eclecticcc, 1705); Darjes (who taught in Jena 
and Frankfort-on-the-Odcr; The Way to Truth, 1755) ; and 
Crousaz (1744). 

3. The Illumination as Scientific and as Popular 
Philosophy. 

After a demand for the union of Leibnitz and Locke, of 
rationalism and empiricisjii, had been raised wdthin the 
Wolffian school itself, and still more directly in the camp 
of its opponents, rmder the increasing influence of the 

* J. J, Brucker {Historia Crhica Philosophiay 5 vols., 1742-44 ; 2d. 
cd., 6 vols., 1766-67) was a pupil of Bud<ic. 
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empirical philosophy of England,^ eclecticism in the 
spirit of Thomasiiis took full possession of the stage in the 
llliiniination period. There was the less hesitation in com- 
binir^' principles derived from entirely different postulates 
without regard to their systematic connection, as the inter¬ 
est in scholastic investigation gave place more and more to 
the interest in practical and reassuring results. Metaphysics, 
noetics, and natural philosophy were laid aside as useless 
subtleties, and, as in the j>eriod succeeding Aristotle, man 
as an individual and whatever directly relates to his welfare 
—the constitution t)f his inner nature, his duties, the 
immortality i>f the soul, and the existence of God—-became 
the exclusive subjects of reflection. The fact that, besides 
ethics and religion, psychology was chosen as a favorite 
field, is in complete harmony with the general temper of an 
age for which self-obsen’ation and the enjoyment of tender 
and elevated feelings in long, delightfully friendly letters 
and sentimental diaries had become a favorite habit. 
Hand in hand with this narrowing of the content of phil¬ 
osophy went a change in the form of presentation. As 
thinkers now addressed themselves to all cultivated peo¬ 
ple, intelligibility and agreeableness were made the prime 
requisites; the style became light and flow'ing, the 
methiKl of treatment facile and often superficial. This 
is true not onl)' of the popular philosophers proper—^^who, 
as Windelband pertinently remarks (vol. i. p. 563), did not 
seek after the truth, but believed that they already pos¬ 
sessed it, and desired only to disseminate it; w’ho did not 
aim at the promotion of investigation, but the instruction of 
the public—but to a certain extent, also, of those who were 
conscious of labouring in the service of science. Among the 
representatives of the more polite tendency belong, Moses 
Mendelssohnt (1729-86); Thomas Abbt (On Death for 
the Fatherland. 1701; On Merit, 1765); J. J. Engel (The 

• The influence of the English philosophers on the German philo¬ 
sophy of the eighteenth century is discussed by Gustav Zart, 1881. 

t Mendelssohn : Letters on the Sensations, 1755 ; On Evidence in 
the Metaphysical Sciences, a prize essay crowned by the Academy, 
1764 ; Ehcedo, or on Immortality, 1767 ; Jerusalem, 17S3 ; Morning 
Hours, or on the Existence of God, 1785 ; To the Friends of Lessing 
(against Jacobi), 1786 ; Worlds, 1843--44. C£. on Mendelessohn, 
Kayscriing, 1856, 1862, 1883. 
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Philosopher for the 7vorld, 1775) ; G. S. vSteinlmrt {The 
Christian Doctrine of Happiness, 1778) ; Ernst Plainer 
{Philosophical Aphorisms, 1776, 1782; on Plainer cf. M. 
Heinze, 1880); G. C. Licbtenher^ (died 1799; Miscel¬ 
laneous I Tritings, 18(X) scq. ; a selection is given in Reclam's 
Bibliothek) ; Christian Garve (died 1798; Essays, 1792 seq,; 
Translations from the Ethical Works of Aristotle, Cicero, 
and J'Cryuson) ; and Friedrich Nicolai*^ (died 1811). Ebcr- 
hard, Feder, and Meiners will be mentioned later among 
the opponents of the Kantian philosophy. 

Anioing the 4 >sychologists J. N. Tetens, whose Philosoph¬ 
ical Essays on Human Nature, 1776—77, show a remarkable 
similarity to the views of Kant,t takes the first rank. 
The two thinkers evidently influenced each other. The 
three fold division of the activities of the soul, “ knowing, 
feeling, and willing,’’ which lias now become popular and 
which aj>pears to us self-evident, is to be referred to Tetens, 
from whom Kant took it; in opposition to the twofold divi¬ 
sion of Aristotle and Wolff into “cognition and appetition,” 
he established the ecjual rights of the faculty of feeling— 
which had previously been defended by Sulzer (1751), the 
aesthetic writer, and by ilendelssohn (1755, 1763, 1785). 
Be.sides Tetens, the following should be mentioned among 
the psychologists: Tetens’s ot>ponent, Johann Lossius 
(1775), an adherent of Bonnet; D. Tiedemann {Inquiries 
concerning Man, from 1777), who was estimable also as a 
historian of philosophy (Spirit of Speculative Philosophy, 
1791—97) ; Von Irwing (1772 seq, ; 2d ed., 1777) ; and K. 
Ph. Moriz {Magasrin :eur Erfahrungsseelenlehre, from 1785). 
Basedow (died 1790), Campe (died 1818), and J. II. 
Pestalozzi (1745—1827 ) did valuajble work in pedagogics. 

One of the clearest and most acute minds among the 
philosophers of the Illumination was the deist Hermann 


* Nicolai : IJhrary of Belles Lettres, from 1757 ; Letters on the Most 
Recent German Utcraturc , from 1755> ; IJniversal German Library, 
from 1765 ; New Universal German Library, 179.3-1805. 

f Sensation gives the content, and the understanding spontaneously 
protiuccs the form, of knowledge. Tlie only objectivity of knowledge 
which we can attain consists in the .subjective necessity of the forms 
of thought or the ideas of relation. Perception enables us to cognize 
phenomena only, not the true essence of things and of ourselves, etc. 
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Samuel Rciniariis’*' (1694—1768), from 1728 professor in 
Hambur^j:. He attacks atlieism, in whatever form it may 
present itself, with as much zeal and conviction as he 
shows in breaking down the belief in revelation by his inex- 
cralile criticism (in his Defense, communicated in manus¬ 
cript to a few friends only). He obtains his weapons for this 
donl4c battle from the Wolffian philosophy. 'Fhe existence 
of an exTramundane deity is proved by the purposive 
arrangement of the world, especially of organisms, 'which 
aims at the good—not merely of man, as the majority of the 
pbysico-tlieologists has lielieved, but—of all living creatures. 
To })elieve in a s|>ecial revelation, ?.<?., a miracle, in addition 
to such a revelation of God as this, which is granted to all 
men, and is alone necessary to salvation, is to deny the per¬ 
fection of God, and to do violence to the immutability of his 
firovideiice. To these general considerations against the 
credibility c»f positive revelation are to be added, as special 
arguments against the Jewish and Christian revelations, the 
imtrustworthiness of human testimony in general, the con¬ 
tradictions in the biblical writings, the imccrlainty of their 
meaning, and the moral character of the persons regarded 
as messengers of God, whose teachings, precepts, and deeds 
in no wise corresj-jond to their high mission. Jewish history 
is a tissue of sheer follies, shameful deeds, deceptions, and 
cruelties, the chief motives of which were self-intere^^it and 
lust for p(nver.'’ The New Testament is also the work of 
man; all talk of divine in.spiration, an idle delusion, the re¬ 
surrection of Christ, a fabrication i>f the disciples; and the 
Protestant system, with its dogmas of the Trinity, the fall 
of man, original sin, the incarnation, vicarious atonement, 
and eternal punishment, contrary to reason. The advance of 
Reimarus beyond Wolff consists in the consistent applica¬ 
tion of the criteria for the divine character of revelation, 
which Wolff had set up without making a positive, not to 

* H. S. Reimarus: Discussions on the Chief Truths of Natural 
Religion, 1754 ; General Consideration of the Instincts of Animal 
1762 ; Apology or Defense for the Rational Worshipers of God, Frag¬ 
ments of the last of these works, which was kept secret during its 
author’s life, were published by Lessing (the well-known “Wolffen- 
biittel Fragments,” from 1774). A detailed table of contents is to 
be found in Reimarus und seine Schutzschrift, 1862, by D. Fr. Strauss, 
included in the fifth volume of his Gesammelte Schriften, 
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speak of a negative, use of them. His weakness* consists 
:n the fact that, on the one hand, he contented himself with 
a rationalistic interpretation of the biblical narratives, in¬ 
stead of pushing on—as Semler did after him at Halle (1725 
—^91)—to a historical criticism of the sources, and, on the 
other, held fast to the alternative common to all the deists, 
“ Either divine or human, either an actual event or a 
fabrication,’' without any suspicion of that great inter¬ 
mediate region of religious myth, of the involuntary and 
pregnant inventions of the popular fancy. 

The philosophico-religioiis standpoint of Ci. E. I^essing 
(1729—81), in whom the Illumination reached its best 
fruitage, was less one-sided. Apart from the important 
;esthetic impulses which flowed from the Laocoon (1766) 
and the Hamhitrg Dramaturejy (1767 —69), his philosophical 
significance rests on two ideas, which have had important 
consequences for the religious conceptions of the nineteenth 
century: the speculative interpretation of certain dogmas 
(the Trinity, etc.), and the application of the Leibnitzian 
idea of development to the history of the positive religions. 
By both of these he prepared the way for Hegel. In regard 
U) his relation to his predecessors, Lessing sought to medi¬ 
ate between the pantheism of Spinoza and the individualism 
of Leibnitz; and in his comprehension of the latter showed 
h.imself far superior to the Wolffians. He can be called 
a Spinozist only by those who, like Jaccybi, have this title 
ready for e\’eryone who expresses himself against a tran¬ 
scendent, persona] God, and the unconditional freedom of 
the will. Moreover, in view of his critical and dialectical, 
rather than systematic, method of thinking, we must guard 
against laying too great stress on isolated slatements 
by him-t 

Lessing conceives the Deity as the supreme, all-compre¬ 
hensive, living unity, which excludes neither a certain kind 
of plurality nor even a certain kind of change; without life 

* Cf. O. Pflcidcrcr, Philosophy of Religion^ vol. L p. 102, p. 106 seq. 

t A caution which Gideon Spickcr (Lessings Weltanschauung^ 
1883) counsels* us not to forget, even in view of the oft cited avowal 
of determinism, *T thank that I must, and diat I must the best.*' 
Among the numerous treatises on Lessing we may note those by 
G. E. Schwarz (1854), and Zeller (in Sybcl’s Historische Zeitschrifi, 

20 
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and action, without the experience of changing slates, the 
life of God w'ould be miserably wearisome. Things are not 
out of, but in him; nevertheless (as “ contingent ”) they are 
distinct from him. The Trinity must be understood in the 
sense of immanent distinctions. God has conceived himself, 
or his perfections, in a two-fold manner: he conceived them 
as united and himself as their sum, and he conceived them 
as single. Now God’s thinking is creation, his ideas actual¬ 
ities. \iy conceiving his perfections united he created his 
eternal image, the Son of God; the bond between God 
representing and God represented, between Father and 
Son, is the Holy Spirit. But when he conceived his perfec¬ 
tions singly he created the world, iii which these manifest 
themselves divided among a continuous series of par¬ 
ticular beings. Kvery individual is an isolated divine perfec¬ 
tion; tlie things in the world are limited gods, all living, all 
with souls, and of a spiritual nature, though in different 
degrees. Development is everywhere; at present the soul 
has five senses, but very probably it once had less than five, 
and in the future it will have more. At first the actions of 
men were guided by obscure instinct; gradually the reason 
obtained influence over the will, and one day will govern 
it comi)let.eIy through its clear and distinct cognitions. 
Thus freedom is attained iu the course of history—the 
rational and virtuous man consciously obeys the divine order 
of the world, w'hile he w^ho is unfree obeys unconsciously. 

Lessing shares with the deistic Illumination the belief 
in a religion of reason, whose basis and essential content 
are formed by morality ; but he rises far above tliis level in 
that he regards the religion of reason not as the beginning 
but as the goal of the development, and the positive reli- 
Igions as necessary transition stages in its attainment. 
As natural religion differs in each individual according to 
his feelings and powers, without positive enactments there 
would be no unity and community in religious matters. 

J870, incorporated in tlie second collection of Zeller’s Vortrdge und 
Abhandlufigen, 1877) ; and on his theological position, that of K. 
Fischer on I.essing’s Nathan der Weise, 1864, as well as J. H. Witte’s 
Philosophic unserer Dichterheroen, vol. i. (Lessing and Herder), 1880. 
[Of. in English, Sinae, 2 vols., 1877, and Encyclopedia BHtannica, 
vol. xiv. pp. 478-482.— Tr.J 
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Nevertheless the statutory and historical element is not 
a graft from without, but a shell organically grown around 
natural religion, indispensable for its development, and 
to be removed but gradually and by layers—when the 
inclosed kernel has become ripe and firm. The history 
of religions is an education of the human race through 
divine rez*elation ; so teaches his small but thoughtful 
treatise of 1780.’‘* As the education of the individual man 
])uts nothing extraneous int<) him, but only gives him more 
iluickly and easily that which he could have reached of him¬ 
self, so human reason is illuminated by revelation con¬ 
cerning things to which it could have itself attained, only 
that without (md’s help the process would have been longer 
and more difficult-—perhaps it would have wandered about 
for many millions of years in the errors of polytheism, if 
(iod had not been .pleased by a single stroke (his revelation 
to Moses) to give it a better direction. And as the teacher 
does not impart everything to the pupil at once, but con¬ 
siders the state of development reached by him at each given 
})eriod, so God in his revelation observes a certain order 
and measure. To the rude Jewish y^eople he revealed him¬ 
self first as a national God, as the God of their fathers; they 
had to wait for the Persians to teach them that the God 
whom they had hitherto worshiped as the most ]X^werful 
among other gods was tlie only one. /^.Ithough this lowest 
stage in the development of religion lacked the belief in 
immortality, yet it must not be lightly valued: let us 
acknowledge that it was an heroic obedience for men to 
f)bserve the laws of God simiply .because they are the laws 
of God, and not l>ecause of temporal or future rewards ! 
The first practical teacher of immortality was Christ; with 
him the second age of religion begins: the first good book 
of elementary instruction, the Old Testament, from which 
man had hitherto learned, was followed by the second, 
better one, the New Testament. As we now can dispense 
with the first primer in regard to the doctrine of the 
unity of God, and as we gradually begin to be able to dis¬ 
pense with the second in regard to the doctrine of the 
immortality of the'soul, so this New Testament may easily 
• Die Erziehung des Menschengeschkets, 
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contain still further truths, which for the present we wonder 
at as revelations, until the reason shall learn to derive them 
from other truths already established. Lessing himself 
makes an attempt at a -philosophical interpretation of the 
dogmas of the Trinity (see above), of original sin, and of 
atonement. Such an advance from faith to knowledge, 
such a development of revealed truths into proved truths 
of reason, is absolutely necessary. We cannot dispense 
with the truths of revelation, but we must not remain con¬ 
tent with simply believing them, but must endeavor to com¬ 
prehend them; for they have ibeen revealed in order that they 
may become rational. They arc, as it were, the sum which 
the teacher of arithmetic tells his pupils beforehand so that 
they may guide themselves by it; but if they content them¬ 
selves with this solution—which was given merely as a 
guide—they would never learn to calculate. Hand in hand 
with the advance of the understanding -goes the progress of 
the will. Future recompenses, which the New Testmnent 
promises as rewards of virtue, are means of education, and 
will gradually fall into disuse: in the highest stage, the 
stage of purity of heart, virtue will he loved and practiced 
tor its own sake, and no longer for the sake of heavenly 
rewards. Slowly hut surely, along devious paths which are 
yet salutary, we are being led toward that great goal. It 
will surely come, the time of consummation, when man 
will do the good ])ecause it is good, this time of the new, 
eternal Gospel, this third age, this Christianity of reason.” 
Continue, Eternal Providence, thine imperceptible march; 
let me not despair of thee because it is imperceptible, not 
even when to me thy steps seem to lead backward. It is 
not true that the straight line is always the shortest. 

With the thought that every individual must traverse 
the same course as that by which the race attains its perfec¬ 
tion, Lessing connects the idea of the transmigration of 
souls. Why may not the individual man have been present 
in this world more than once? Is this hypothesis so ridicu¬ 
lous because it is the oldest? 

If Lessing abandoned the ranks of the deists by his 
recognition of the fact that the positive religions contain 
truth in a gradual process of purification, by his free 
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criticism, on the other hand, he ibroke with the orthodox, 
whose idolatrous reverence for the Bible was to him an 
abomination. The letter is not the Sipirit, the Bible is not 
religion, nor yet its foundation, but only its records. Con¬ 
tingent historical truths can never serve as a proof of 
the necessary truths of reason. Christianity is older than 
the New Testament. 

Already, in the case of Lessing, we may doubt, in view 
of his historical temper and of certain speculative tendencies, 
whether he is to be included among the Illuminati. In the 
case of Kant a decided protest must be raised against such 
3 classification. When Hegel numbers him among the 
pliilosophers of the Illumination, on account of his lack of 
rational intuition, and some theologians on account of his 
religious rationalism, the answer to the former is that Kant 
did not lack the speculative gift, but only that it was sur¬ 
passed by his gift of reflection, and, to the latter, that in 
regard to the positive element in religion he judged ver>' 
dififerently from the deists and appreciated the historical 
element more justly than they—if not to the same extent as 
Lessing and Herder. We do not need to lay great stress on 
the fact that Kant had a lively consciousness that he was 
making a contribution to thought, and that the Illumination 
contemplated this new doctrine without comprehending it, 
in order to recognize that the difference between his efforts 
and achievements and those of the Illumination is far 
greater than their kinship. For although Kant is upon 
common ground with it, in so far as he adheres to its 
motto, “ Have courage to use thine own understandinig, 
l)ecome a man, cease to trust thyself to the guidailce of 
others, and free thyself in all fields from the yoke of author¬ 
ity,'* and, although besides such fonnal injunctions to free¬ 
dom of thought, he also shares in certain material tenden¬ 
cies and convictions (the turning from the world to man, 
the attempt at a synthesis of reason and experience, and 
the belief in a religion of reason); yet in method and 
results, he stands like a giant among a race of dwarfs, like 
one instructed, who judges from principles, among men of 
opinion, w’ho merely stick results together, a methodical 
systematizer among well-meaning but impotent eclectics. 
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The philosophy of the Illuiiunation is related to that of 
Kant as argument to science, as halting mediation to prin- 
cipiant resolution, as patchwork to creation out of full 
resources, yet at the same time as wish to deed and as 
negative preparation to .positive achievement. It was unde¬ 
niably of great value to the Kantian criticism that the 
Illumination had created a point of intersection for the 
various tendencies of thought, and had brought about the 
approximation and mutual contact of the opposing systems 
which then existed, while, at the same time, it had cnimibled 
them to pieces, and thus awakened the need for a new, more 
firmly and more deeply founded system. 

4. The Faith Philosophy. 

The philosophers of feeling or faith stand in the same 
relation to the Gernian Illumination as Rousseau to the 
French. Here also the rights of feeling are vindicated 
against those of the knowing reason. Among the distin¬ 
guished representatives of this anti-rationalistic tendency 
Haniann led the way, Herder was the most prolific, and 
Jacobi the clearest. 1'hat the fountain of certitude is to be 
sought not in discriminating thought, hut in intuition, 
experience, revelation, and trailitioii; that the highest truths 
can be felt only and not proved; that all existing things are 
incomprehensible, because individual—these are convic¬ 
tions which, before Jacobi defended them as liased on 
scientific principles, had been vehemently proclaimed by 
that singular man, J. G. Hamaim (died 1788) of Konigs- 
berg. From an unprinted review by Hamann, Herder drew 
the objections which his “Metacritique’* raises against Kant's 
Critique of Reason—that the division of matter and form, 
of sensibility and understanding, is inadmissible; that Kant 
misunderstood the significance of language, which is just 
where sensibility and understanding unite, etc. 

In Herder* (174^1—1803; after 1776 Superintendent- 
General in Weimar) the philosophy of feeling gained a finer, 
more perspicuous and harmonious nature, who shared 
Lessing’s interest in history and his tendency to hold fast 

* On Herder cf. the biography by R. Haym, 2 vols., 1877, 1885 ; 
and the work by Witte which has been referred to above (p. 306, 
note). 



HERDER 


m 


equally to pantheism and to individualism. God is fhe all- 
one, infinite, spiritual (non-personal) primal force, which 
wholly reveals itself in each thing (God : Dialogues on the 
System oj Spinosa, 1787). To the life, power, wisdom, and 
goodness of God correspond the life and perfection of the 
universe and of individual creatures, each of which possesses 
its own irreplaceable value and 'l^ears in itself its future in 
germ. Everyw^here, one and the same life in an ascending 
series of powers and forms with imperceptible transitions* 
Always, an inner and an outer together; no power without 
organ, no spirit without a body. As thought is only a higher 
stage of sensation, which develops from the lower by means 
of language—reason, like sense, is not a {productive but a re¬ 
ceptive faculty of knowing, perceiving Vernehmen — 
so the free process of history is only the continuation and 
completion of the nature-process (Ideas for the Philosophy 
of the History of Mankind. 1784 seq>). Man, the last child 
of nature and her first freedman, is the nodal point where 
the physical series of events chaniges into the ethical; the 
last member of the organisms of earth is at the same time 
the first in the spiritual development. The mission of history 
IS the unfolding of all the powers, which nature has concen-^ 
trated in man as the compendium of the world; its law, that 
everywhere on our earth everything be realized that can be 
realized there; its end, humanity and the harmonious deve- 
iopmeni of all our caj^acities. As nature forms a single great 
organism, and from the stone to man describes a con¬ 
nected development, so humanity is a one great individual 
which ;passes through its several ages, from infancy (the 
Orient), through boyhood (Egypt and Phoenicia), youtli 
(Greece), and manhood (Rome), to old age (the Christian 
world). The spirit stands in the closest dependence upon 
nature, and nature is concerned in history throughout. The 
finer organization of his brain, the pojjsession of hands, 
above all. his erect position, make man, man and endmv 
him with reason. Similarly it is natural conditions, climate, 
the character of the soil, tlie surrounding animal and vege- 
taible life, etc., that play an essential part in determining 
the manners, the characters, and the destinies of nations. 
The connection of nature with history by means of the con^* 
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cept of development and through the idea that the two 
merely represent different stages of tlie same fundamental 
process, made Herder the forerunner of Schelling, 

His polemic against Kant in the Metacritiqite, 1799 
(against the Critique of Pure Reason), and the dialogue 
Calligone, 1800 (against the Critique of Judgment), is less 
pleasing. These are neither dignified in tone nor essen¬ 
tially of much importance. In the former the distinction 
between sensibility and reason is censured, and in the latter 
the separation of the beautiful from the true and the good, 
but Kant’s theory of aesthetics is for the most part grossly 
misunderstood, llie “ disinterested satisfaction Herder 
makes a cold satisfaction; the harmonious activity of the 
cognitive powers, a tedious, apish sport; the satisfaction 
“ witliout a concept,'* judgment without ground or cause. 
The jx)sitive elements in his own views are more valuable. 
Pleasure in mere form, without a concept, and without the 
idea of an end, is impossible. All beauty must mean or 
express something, must be a symbol of inner life; its 
ground is perfection or adaptation. Beauty is that sym¬ 
metrical union of the parts of a being, in virtue of which it 
feels well itself and gives pleasure to the observer, who 
sympathetically shares in this well-being. The charm and 
value of the Calligone lie more in the warmth and clearness 
with which the expressive beauty of single natural phenom¬ 
ena is described than in the abstract discussion. 

h>iedrich Heinrich Jacobi (1743—1819) gave the most 
detailed statement of the position of the philosophy of 
feeling, and the most careful pnjof of it. He was born in 
Diisseldorf. the son of a manufacturer; until 1794 he lived 
in his native place and at his country residence in Pempel- 
fort; later he resided in Holstein, and, from 1805, in 
Munich, where, in 1807—13, he was president of the Acad¬ 
emy of Sciences. Of his works, collected in five volumes, 
1812—25, we are here chiefly concerned with the letters On 
the Doctrine of Spinosa, 1785; Damd Hume on Faith, or 
Idealism and Realism, 1787; and the treatise On Divine 
Things, 1811, which called out Schelling’s merciless 
response. Memorial of Jacoln. Besides Hume and Spinoza, 
the sensationalism of Bonnet and the criticism of Kant had 
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made the most lasting impression on Jacobi. His relation 
to Kant is neither that of an opponent nor of a supporter 
and popularizes He declares himself in accord with Kants 
critique of the understanding (the understanding is merely 
a formal function, one which forms and combines concepts 
only, but does not guarantee reality, one to which the 
material of thought must be given from elsewhere and for 
which the supraseiisible remains unattainable) ; in regard 
to the critique of reason he raises the objection that it 
makes the Ideas mere postulates, which possess no guaran¬ 
tee for their reality. The critique of sensibility appears 
to him still more unsatisfactory, as it does not explain the 
origin of sensations. W’ithout the concept of the “ thing-in- 
itselfone cannot enter the Kantian philosophy, and with 
it one cannot remain there. Fichte has drawn the correct 
conclusion from the Kantian premises; idealism is the 
unavoidable result of the Criticjue of Reason and foretold by 
it as the Messiah was foretold by John the Baptist. And 
by the evil fruit we know the evil root: the idealistic theory 
is philosophical nihilism, for it denies the reality of 
the external world, as the materialism of Spinoza denies a 
transcendent (iod and the freedom of the will. Reality 
slips away from both these systems—they are the only con¬ 
sistent ones there are—material reality escaping from the 
former and supraseiisible reality from the latter; and this 
must be so, because reality, of whatever kind it be, cannot 
be known, hut only believed and felt. ^Plie actual, the 
existence of the noumenal as well as of the external world, 
even the existence of our own body, makes itself known to 
us through revelation alone; the understanding compre¬ 
hends relations only: the certainty that a thing exists is 
attained only through experience and faith. Sense and 
reason are the organs of faith, and hence the true sources 
of knowledge; the former apprehends the natural, the latter 
the supernatural, while, for the understanding is left only 
the analysis and combination of given intuitions. 

Philosophy as a science from concepts must necessarily 
prove atheistic and fatalistic. Conception and proof mean 
deduction from conditions. How shall that which has no 
cause from which to explain it, the unconditioned, God, and 
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freedom, l)c comprehended and proved ? Demonstration 
rises along the chain of causes to the universe alone, not to a 
transcendent Creator; mediate kno\vle<lge is confined to the 
sphere of conditioned being and mechanical becoming. 
The intuitive knowledge of feeling alone leads us beyond 
this, and along with the wonderful, the inconceivable 
power of freedom in ourselves, which is above all nature, 
shows us the primal source of all wonders, the transcendent 
God aibove us. The inference from our own spirittinl, self- 
conscious, free personality to that of God is no unauthor¬ 
ized anthrOp(>moq:)hism—in the knowledge of God we may 
fearlessly deify our human existence, because God, when he 
created man, gave his divine nature liuman fonn. Reason 
and freedom are the same: the tonner is theoretical, the 
latter practical elevation to the su-prasensible. Neverthe¬ 
less virtue is not based upon an inflexible, despotic, 
abstractly, formal law, Init upon an instinct, which, however, 
does not aim at happiness. Thus Jacobi attempts to medi¬ 
ate between the ethics of the Illumination and the ethics of 
Kant, b}' agreeing with the former in regard to the origin 
of virtue (it arises from a natural impulse), and with the 
latter in regard to its nature (it consists in disinterested¬ 
ness). Hence with the Illumination he rejects the im^x^ra- 
tive form, and with Kant the eudemonistic end. At the 
same time he endeavors to introduce Herder's idea of 
individuality into ethics, by demanding that morality assume 
a special form in each man. Schiller and the romantic 
school take from Jacobi their ideal of the licautiful soul,'' 
which from natural impulse realizes in its action, and still 
more in its being, the good in an individual way. 
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CHAFl'ER IX 
KANT 

'JTtk suit ‘])et\veen empiricism anrl rationalism had con¬ 
tinued for centuries, I)ut still awaited final decision. .\re 
all our ideas tlie result of experience, or are they (wholly or 
in part) an orii^inal possession of the mind? Are they 
received from without {by pcrcq>tion), or produced from 
within (by self-activity) ? Ts knovvledg^e a product of 
sensation or of pure thought? All who liad thus far taken 
jmrt in this discussion had resembled partisans or advocates 
rather than disinterested judges. They had given less 
attention (o investigation than to the defense of the tradi¬ 
tional theses of their schools: they had not endeavored to 
obtain resulks, but to establish results already determined: 
and, along ■with real arguments, popular appeals had not 
been despised. Each of the opposing schools had given 
variations on a definite theme, and whenever timid attempts 
had been made to bring the two melodies into harmony 
they had met with no aj>proval. 

The proceedings thus far had at least made it evident to 
the unbiased hearer that each of the two parties made 
extravagant claims, and, in the end, fell into self-contra¬ 
diction. If the claim of cmt>iricism is true, that all our 
concepts arise from perception, then not only the science of 
the suprasensihle, which it denies, but also the science of 
the objects of experience, about which it concerns itself, is 
impossible. For perception informs us concerning single 
cases merely, it can never comprehend all cases, it yields no 
necessary and universal truth; hut knowledge which is not 
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apodictically valid for every reasoning being and for all 
cases is not worthy the name. The very reasons which 
were intended to prove the possibility of knowledge give a 
direct inference to its impossibility. The empirical phil- 
oso}>hy destroys itself, endinig* with Hume in skepticism 
and probabilism. Rationalism is overtaken by a different, 
and yet an analogous fate—it breaks up into a popular 
eclecticism. It believes that it has disvcovered an infallible 
criterion of truth in the clearness and distinctness of ideas, 
and a sure example for philosophical method in the 
method of mathematics. In both points it is wrong. 
The criterion of truth is insufficient, for Spinoza and 
Leibnitz built up their opposing .theories—the pantheism 
of the one and the moiiadology of the other—from equally 
clear and distinct cc»nceptions; tried by this standard indi¬ 
vidualism is just as true as pantheism. Mathematics, 
again, does not owe its unquestioned acceptance and cogent 
force to the clearne.ss and distinctness of its conceptions, 
but to the fact that these are capable of construction in 
intuition. The distinction between mathematics and meta¬ 
physics was overlooked, namely, that mathematical thought 
can transform its conceptions into intuitions, can generate 
its objects or sensuously present them, wdiich philosophical 
thought is not in a jx^sition to do. The objects of the 
latter must be given to it, and to .the human mind they are 
given in no other way than through sensuous intuition. 
Metaphysics seeks to be a science of the real, but it is im¬ 
possible to conjure being out of thought; reality cannot be 
proved from concepts, it can only be felt. In making the 
unperceivable and suprasensible (the real nature of things, 
the totality' of the world, the Deity, and immortality) the 
special object of philosophy, rationalism looked on the 
understanding as a faculty of knowledge by which objects 
are given. In reality objects can never be given through 
concepts; these only render it possible to think objects 
given in some other way (by intuition). It is true that 
concepts of the suprasensible exist, but nothing can be 
known through them, there is nothing intuitively given to 
be subsumed under them. 

With this failure to perceive the intuitive element in math- 
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ematics was joined the mistake of overlooking its synthetic 
character. The syllogistic method of presentation em¬ 
ployed in the Euclidean geometry led to tlie belief that 
the more special theorems had been derived from the sim¬ 
pler ones, and these from the axioms, by a process of con¬ 
ceptual analysis; while the fact is that in mathematics all 
progress is by intuition alone, the syllogism serving merely 
to formulate and explain truths already attained, but not to 
supply new ones. Following the example of mathematics 
thus misunderstood, the mission of philosophy was made 
to consist in the development of the truths slumbering in 
pregnant first principles by means of logical analysis. If 
only there were metaphysical axioms! If we only did not 
deiiiancl, and were not compelled to demand, of true science 
that it increase our knowledge, and not merely give an 
analytical explanation of knowledge. When once the clear¬ 
ness and distinctness of conceptions had been taken in so 
purely formal a sense, it was inevitable that in the end, as 
productivity became less, the principle should be weakened 
down to a mere demand for the explanation and elucidation 
of the metaphysical ideas present in popular conscious¬ 
ness. Thus the rationalistic current lost itself in the 
shallow waters of the Illumination, which soon gave as 
ready a welcome to the empirical theories—since these also 
were able to legitimate themselves by clear and distinct 
conceptions—as it had given to the results of the rational¬ 
istic systems. 

It was thus easy to see that each of the contending 
j^arties load heen guilty of one-sidedness, and that in order 
to escape this a certain mean must be assumed between 
the two extremes; but it was a much more difficult mat¬ 
ter to discover the due middle ground. Neither of the 
opposing standpoints is so correct as its defenders believe, 
and neither so false as its opponents maintain. Where, 
then, on either side, does the mistaken narrowness begin, 
and how far does the justification of each extend? 

The conflict centers, first, about the question concerning 
the origin of human knowledge and the sphere of its validity. 
Rationjilism is justified when it asserts that some ideas do 
not come from the senses. If knowledge is to be possible, 



KANT 


3LS 

some concepts cannot originate in perception, those, 
namely, by which knowledge is constituted, for if they 
should, it would lack universality and necessity. The sole 
organ of universally valid knowledge is reason. Empiri¬ 
cism, on the other hand, is justified when it asserts that the 
experiential alone is knowledge. Whatever is to be know- 
aible must be given as a real in sensuous intuition. The 
only organ of reality is sensibility. Rationalism judges 
correctly concerning the origin of the most important 
classes of ideas: empiricism concerning the sphere of their 
validity. The two may be thus combined: some concepts 
(those which produce knowledge) take their origin in 
reason or are a priori, but the}' are valid for objects of 
experience alone. The conflict concerns, secondly, the use 
of the deductive (.syllogistic) or the inductive method. 
Empiricism, through its founder Bacon, had recommended 
induction in place of the l^arren syllogistic metliod, as 
the only method which would lead to new' discoveries. It 
demands, above all things, the extension of knowledge. 
Rationalism, on the contrary, held fast to the deductive 
method, because the .syllogism alone, in its view, furnishes 
knowledge A'alid for all rational ])eings. It demands, first 
of all, universality and necessity in knowdedge. Induction 
has the advantage of increasing knowledge, but it leads only 
to empirical and comparative, not to strict universality. 
The syllogism has the advantage of yielding universal and 
neces.sary truth, but it can only explicate and establish 
knowledge, not increase it. May it not be possible so to do 
justice to the demands of both that the advantages which 
they seek shall be combined, and the disadvantages which 
have been feared, avoided ? Are there not cognitions which 
increase our knowledge (are synthetic) without being empir¬ 
ical, whch are universally and necessarily valid (a priori) 
without being analytic? From these considerations arises 
the main question of the Critique of Pure Reason : How 
are synthetic judgments a priori ipossible? 

The philosophy of experience had overestimated sense 
and underestimated the understanding, when it found 
the source of all knowle^lge in the faculty of percep¬ 
tion and degraded the faculty of thought to an almost 
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wholly inactive recipient of messages coming to it from 
without. From the standpoint of enapiricism concepts 
(Ideas) deserve confidence only in so far as they can legiti¬ 
mate themselves hy their origin in sensations (impressions). 
It overlooks the active character of all knowing. Among 
the rationalists, on the other hand, we find an underestima¬ 
tion of the senses and an overestimation of the understand¬ 
ing. They helieve that sense reveals only the deceptive 
exterior of things, while reason gives their true non- 
sensuous essence. That which the mind j)erceives of things 
is deceptive, but that which it thinks concerning them is 
true. The former power is the faculty of confused, the latter 
the faculty of distinct knowledge. Sense is the enemy rather 
than the servant of true knowledge, which consists in the 
development and explication of pregnant innate conceptions 
and })rinciples. 'J’hesc ])hilosophers forget that we can 
never reach reality by conceptual analysis; and that the 
senses have a far greater importance for knowledge than 
merely to give it an inijmlse: that it is they which supply 
the understanding with real objects, and so with the con¬ 
tent of knowledge. Beside the (formal) activity (of the 
understanding), cognition implies a passive factor, a rccej>- 
tioji of impressions. Xeither sense alone nor the under¬ 
standing alone ])roduces knowledge, but both cognitive 
powers are necessarv, the active and the passive, the 
conceptual and the intuitive. Here the (juestion arises. 
How do concept and intuition, .sensuous and rational 
knowledge, differ, and what is the basis of their congruence^ 
Notwithstanding their dift’erent ])oints of departure and 
their variant results, the two main tendencies of modern 
philosophy agree in certain points. If the conflict betAveen 
the two schools and their one-sidedness suggested the idea 
of supplementing the conclusions of the one by those of 
the other, the recognition of the incorrectness of their 
common convictions furnished the occasion to go beyond 
them and to establish a new, a higher j>oint of view above 
them both, as also above the eclecticism which sought to 
unite the opposing principles. The errors common to both 
concern, in the first place, the nature of judgment and the 
diflference between sensibility and understanding. Neither 
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side had recognized that the peculiar character of judg¬ 
ment consists in active connection. The rationalists made 
judgment an active function, it is true, but a mere activity 
of conscious development, of elucidation and analytical 
inference, which does not advance knowledge a single 
step. The empiricists described it as a process of compari¬ 
son and discrimination, as the mere perception and recog¬ 
nition of the relations and connections already existing 
between ideas; while in reality judgment does not 
discover the relations and connections of representations, 
but itself establishes them. In the former case the syn¬ 
thetic moment is ignored, in the latter the active moment. 
The imperfect view of judgment was one of the reasons for 
the appearance of extreme theories concerning the origin 
of ideas in reason or in perception. Rationalism regards 
even those concepts which have a content as innate, 
whereas it is only formal concepts which are so. Hm- 
piricism regards all, even the highest formed concepts 
i^the categories), as ahstracicd from experience, whereas 
experience furnishes only the content of knowledge, and 
not the synthesis which is necessary to it. On the one 
hand too much, and on the other too little, is regarded as 
the original pos.scssion of the understanding. The question 
“What concepts arc innate?” can be decided only by 
answering the further question, What are the concepts 
through which the faculty of judgment connects the re¬ 
presentations obtained from experience? These connective 
concepts, these fonnal instruments of synthesis are a priori. 

The agreement of the two schools is still greater in 
regard to the relation of .sense and understandirrg, notwith¬ 
standing the apparently sharp contrast between them. 
The empiricist considers thought transformed, sublimated 
perception, while the rationalist sees in perception only 
confused and less distinct thought. For the former con¬ 
cepts are faded images of sensations, for the latter sen¬ 
sations are concepts which liave not yet become clear; the 
difference is scarcely greater than if the one should call ice 
frozen water, and the other should prefer to call water 
melted ice. Both arrange intuition and thought in a 
single series, and derive the one from the other by enhance- 
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merit or attenuation. Both make the mistake of recogniz¬ 
ing only a difference in degree -where a difference in kind 
exists. In such a case only an energetic dualism can 
afford help. Sense and understanding arc not one and the 
same cognitive power at different stages, but two hetero^ 
geneous faculties. Sensation and thought are not different 
in degree, but in kind. As Descartes began with the meta¬ 
physical dualism of extension and thought, so Kant begins 
with the noetical dualism of intuition and thought. 

Much more serious, however, than any of the mistakes yet 
mentioned w’as a sin of omission of w'hich the two schools 
were alike 'guilty, and the recognition and avoidance of 
which constituted in Kant’s own eyes the distinctive char¬ 
acter of his philosophy and its principiant-advance Ixiyond 
j)reccding systems. '^^I'he pre-Kantian thinker had proceeded 
to the discussion of knowdedge wdthoiit raising the question 
of the possibility of knozvlcdgc- ITe had approached things 
in the full confidence that the human mind was capable of 
cognizing them, and with a naive trust in the power of 
reason to possess itself of the truth. His trust was naive 
and ingenuous, because the idea that it could deceive him 
had never entered his mind. Now no matter wdiether this 
belief in man’s capacity for knowdedge and in the possibility 
of knowing things is justifiable or not, and no matter how 
far it may he justifiable, it was in any case untested; so 
that when the skeptic approached wdth his objections the 
dogmatist was defenseless. All previous philosophy, so far 
as it had not been skeptical, had been, according to Kant's 
expression, dogmatic; that is, it had held as an article of 
faith, and without precedent inquiry, that w^e possess the 
power of cognizing objects. It had not asked hozv this is 
possible; it had not even asked what knowdeclge is, what 
may and must be demanded of it, and by what means our 
reason is in a position to satisfy such demands. It had 
left human intelligence and its extent uninvestigated. 
The skeptic, on the other hand, had been no more thorough. 
He had doubted and denied man’s capacity for Icnowrled'ge 
just as uncritically as the dogmatist had believed and pre¬ 
supposed it. He had directed his ingenuity against the 
theories of dogmatic philosophy, instead of toward the 
21 
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fundamental question of the possibility of knowledge. 
Human intelligence, which the dogmatist had approached 
with unreasoned trust and the skeptic with just as unrea¬ 
soned distrust, is subjected, according to the plan of the 
critical philosopher, to a searching examination. For this 
reason Kant termed his stmidp(nnt “ criticism,'' and his 
undertaking a Crtique of Keason." Instead of assert¬ 
ing and denying, he investigates how knowledge arises, of 
what factors it is composed, and how far it extends. He 
inquires into the origin and extent of knowledge, into its 
sources and its limits, into the grounds of its existence and 
of its legitimacy. The Critique of Reason finds itself con¬ 
fronted by two problems, the second of which cannot i)c 
solved until after the solution of the first. The investiga¬ 
tion of the sources of knowdedge must precede the inquiry 
into the extent of knowledge. Only after the conditions of 
knowledge have been established can it be ascertained what 
objects are attainable by it. Its sphere cannOit be deter¬ 
mined except from its orgin. 

Whether the critical philosopher stands nearer to the 
skeptic or to the dogmatist is rather an idle question. He 
is specifically distinct from both, in that l)e summons and 
guides the reason to self-contemplation, to a methodical 
examination of its capacity for knowledge. Where the one 
had blindly trusted and the other suspected and denied, he 
investigates; they overlook, he raises the question of the 
possibility of knowledge. The critical problem does not 
mean, Does a faculty of knowledge exist? but, Of what 
powers is it composed? are all objects knowaible which 
have been so regarded? Kant does not ask whether, but 
how and by what means, knowledge is possible. Everyone 
who gives himself to scientific reflection must postulate 
that knowledge is possible, and the demand of the noetical 
theorists of the day for a philosophy absolutely without 
assumptions is quite incapable of fulfillment. Nay, in 
order to be able to begin his inquiry at all, it was neces.sary 
for Kant to assume still more special postulates; for that 
a cognition of cognition is possible, that there is a critical, 
self-investigating reason could, at first, be only a matter of 
belief. This would not have excluded a supplementary 
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detailed statement concerning the how of this self-knowl¬ 
edge, concerning the organ of the critical philosophy. But 
Kant ne\^er 'gave one, and the omission subsequently led to 
a sharp debate concerning the character and method of 
the Critique of Reason. On this point, if we may so express 
it, Kant remained a dogmatist. 

Kant felt himself to be the finisher of skepticism; but 
this was chiefly because he had received the strongest impulse 
to the development of his critique of knowledge from 
Hume’s inquiries concerning causation. Brought up in the 
dogmatic rationalism of the Wolffian school, to which 
he remained true for a considerable period as a teacher 
and writer (till about 1760), although at the same time he 
was inquiring with an independent spirit, Kant was gradually 
won over through the influence of the English philosoiphy to 
the side of empirical skepticism. Then—as the result, no 
doubt, of reading the Noiivcaux lissais of Leibnitz, pub¬ 
lished in 1765—he returned to rationalistic principles, until 
finally, after a renewal of cnxpirical influences,* he took the 
position crystallized in the Critique oj Pure Reason, 1781, 
which, however, experienced still other, though less consider¬ 
able, changes in the sequel, just as in itself it shows the 
traces of previous transformations.^ 

It would be a most interesting task to trace in the writ¬ 
ings which belong to Kant’s pre-critical period the growth 
and development of the fundamental critical positions. 
Here, however, w'e can only mention in passing the sub¬ 
jects of his reflection and some of the most striking antici¬ 
pations and beginnings of his epoch-making position. 
Even his maiden work. Thoughts on the True Hstimation of 
Vis Viva, 1747, betokens the mediating nature of its author. 
In this it is argued that when men of profound and pene¬ 
trating minds maintain exactly opposite opinions, attention 
must be chiefly directed to some intermediate principle 
to a certain degree compatible with the correctness of 
both parties. The question under discussion was whether 

•Cf. H. Vaihinjjer’s Kommentar zu Kants Kriti\ der rcin>:n 
Vernunft, vol. i., 1881, pp. 48-49. This is a work marked by acuto 
ncss, great industry, and an objective point of view which merits- 
respcct. The second volume, which treats of the Transcendental 
jiEsthctic, appeared in 1892. 
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the measure of vis viva is equal, as the Cartesians thought, 
to the product of the mass into the velocity, or, according 
to the Leibnitzians, to the product of the mass into the 
square of the velocity. Kant’s unsatisfactory solution of the 
problem—the law of Descartes holds for dead, and that 
of Leibnitz for living forces—drew upon him the derision 
Lessing, who said that he had endeavored to estimate 
living forces without having tested his own. A similar 
tendency toward compromise—this time it is a synthesis 
of Leibnitz and Newton—is seen in his Hahilitaiionsschri\t, 
Principiorum Primorum Comiitionis Mctaphysicce Nova Dilu- 
ndafio, 1755, and in the dissertation Mouadologia Physica, 
1756. The former distinguishes between ratio essendi and 
ratio cogiwsccndi, rejects the ontological argument, and de¬ 
fends determinism against Crusius on Leibnitzian grounds. 
In the Physical Momidology Kant gives his adherence to 
dynamism (matter tlie product of attraction and repulsion), 
and makes the monads or elements of body fill s.pace with¬ 
out prejudice to their simplicity. A series of treatises is 
devoted to subjects in natural science: The Efi’ect of the 
Tides in retarding the Earth’s Rotation ;The Obsolescence 
of the Earth: Fire (Inaugural Dissertation), Earthquakes, 
and the Theory of the Winds. ^J’he most important of 
these, the General Natural History and Theory of the 
Heavens, 1755, which for a long time remained unnoticed, 
and Avhich w^as dedicated to Frederick IL, developed the 
hypothesis (carried out forty years later by Laplace in igno¬ 
rance of Kant’s work) of the mechanical origin of the uni¬ 
verse and of the motion of the planets. It presupposes 
merely the two forces of matter, attraction and repulsion, 
and its primitive chaotic condition, a world-mist with ele¬ 
ments of dififerent density. It is noticeable that Kant 
acknowledges the failure of the mechanical theory at two 
points: it is brought to a halt at the origin of the organic 
world and at the origin of matter. The mechanical 
cosmogony is far from denying creation; on the contrary, 
the proof that this well-ordered and purposive world neces¬ 
sarily arose from the regular action of material forces under 
law and without divine intervention, can only serve to 
support our assumption of a Supreme Intelligence as the 
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.author of matter and its laws; the belief is necessary, just 
because nature, even in its chaotic condition, can act only 
ill an orderly and regular way. 

The ciiii])irical phase of Kant’s development is rq;>resented 
f»y the writings of the 60’s. The False Subtlety of the Four 
Syllogistic Figures, 1762, asserts that the first figure is the 
only natural one, and that the others are suijerfluous and 
need reduction to the first. In the Only Possible Founda¬ 
tion for a Dcinonsiraiion of the Existence of Cod, 1763, 
which, in the seventh Reflection of the vSecond Division, re- 
ca]>itulates the cosmogony advanced in the Natural History 
of the Hcas'cns, the discussions concerning lieing 
(“existence** is absolute position, not a predicate wliich 
increases the sum of the qualities but is |)Osited in a merely 
relative way), and the conclusion, prophetical of his later 
]>oint of view', “It is altogether necessary that Ave should be 
conznnccd of the existence of God, but not so necessary that 
his existence should be demonstratedJ' are more noteworthy 
than the argument itself. This runs: All possibility pre¬ 
supposes something actual wherein and whereby all that is 
conceivable is given as a determination or a consequence. 
That actuality the destruction of w'hich would destroy all 
possibility is absolutely necessary. Therefore there exists an 
absolutely necessary Being as the ultimate real ground of all 
possibility'; this Being is one, simple, unchangeable, eternal, 
the ens realissimum and a spirit. The Attempt to intro¬ 
duce the Notion of Negative Quantities into Philosophy, 
1763, distinguishes—contrary to Crusius—-between logical 
-opposition, contradiction or mere negation {a and not-a, 
pleasure and the absence of pleasure, power and lack of 
power), and real opposition, which cannot be explained by 
logic ( + a and — a, pleasure and pain, capital and debts, 
attraction and repulsion; in real opposition both determi¬ 
nations are positive, but in opposite directions). Parallel 
with this it distinguishes, also, between logical ground 
and real ground. Tlie prize essay. Inquiry concerning the 
Clearness (Evidence) of the Principles of Natural Theology 
and Ethics, 1764, draws a sharp distinction between mathe¬ 
matical and metaphysical knowledge, and warns philosophy 
.against the hurtful imitation of the geometrical method, in 
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place of which it should rather take as an example the 
method which Newton introduced into natural science. 
Quantity constitutes the abject of mathematics, qualities, 
the object of philosophy; the former is easy and simple, 
the latter difficult and complicated—how much more com¬ 
prehensible the conception of a trillion is than the philo¬ 
sophical idea of freedom, which the philosophers thus far 
have been unable to make intelligible. In mathematics the 
general is considered under symbols in concrcto, in philoso¬ 
phy, by means of symbols ?m ahstracto: the former con¬ 
structs its object in sensuous intuition, while the object of 
the latter is given to it, and that as a confused concept to 
■be decomposed. Mathematics, therefore, may well begin 
with definitions, since the conception which is to be 
explained is first brought into being through the definition, 
while philosophy must begin hy seeking her conceptions. 
In the former the definition is first in order, and in the lat¬ 
ter almost always last; in the one case the method is 
synthetic, in the other it is analytic. It is the function of 
mathematics to connect and compare clear and certain con¬ 
cepts of quantity in order to draw conclusions from them; 
the function of i>hilosophy is to analyze concepts given 
in a confused state, and to make them detailed and 
definite. Philosophy has also this disadvantage, that it pos¬ 
sesses very many undecomposable concepts and undemon- 
stralile propositions, while mathematics has only a few such. 
“Philosophical truths are like meteors, whose brightness 
gives no assurance of their permanence. They vanish, but 
mathematics remains. Metaphysics is without doubt the 
most difficult of all human sciences (ISinsichten), but a meta¬ 
physic has never yet been written’’; for one cannot be so 
kind as to “apply the term philosophy to all that is con¬ 
tained in the books which bear this title.” In the closing 
paragraphs, on the ultimate bases of ethics, the stern features 
of the categorical imperative are already seen, veiled by the 
English theory of moral sense, while the attractive Observa^ 
Hons on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime, which 
appeared in the same year, still naively follow the empir¬ 
ical road. 

The empirical phase reaches its skeptical termination’ 
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in the satire Dreams of a Ghost-seer explained by the 
Dreams of Metaphysics, 1766, which pours out its ingenious 
sarcasm impartially on spiritualism and on the assumed 
knowledge of the suprascnsible. Here Kant is already 
clearly conscious of his new problem, a theory of the limits of 
human reason, conscious also that the attack on this prob¬ 
lem is to Ije begun by a discussion of the question of space. 
This second question had been for many years a fre¬ 
quent subject of his reflections;’*' and it was this part of 
the general critical problem that first received definitive 
solution. In the Latin dissertation On the Form and. Princi¬ 
ples of the Sensible and Intelligible World, 1770, which con¬ 
cludes the pre-critical period, and which was written on the 
occasion of his assumption of his chair as ordinary profes¬ 
sor, the critique of sensibility, the new theory of space and 
time, is set forth in approximately the same form as in the 
Critique of Pure Reason, while the critique of the under¬ 
standing and of reason, the theory of the categories and 
the Ideas and of the sphere of their validity, required for 
its completion the intellectual labor of several more years, 
h^or this essay, De Mundi Scnslhilis atque Intclligibilis * 
Forma et Principiis, leaves unchallenged the possibility of 
a knowledge of things in themselves and of God, thus show¬ 
ing that its author has abandoned the skepticism main¬ 
tained in the Dreams of a Ghost-seer, and has turned anew 
to dogmatic rationalism, whose flnal overthrow refiuired 
another swing in the direction of skeptical empiricism. 
Jn regard to the progress of this latter phase of opinion, tlie 
letters to M. Herz are almost the only, though not very 
valuable, source of information. 

The Critique of Pure Reason appeared in 17S1, much later 
than Kant had hoped when he began a work on “The 
Limits of Sensibility and Reason,” and a second, altered 
edition in 1787.1 After the Prolegomena to cilery Future 

* New Theory of Motion and Rest, 1758 ; On the First Ground of 
the Distinction of Positions in Space, 1768 ; besides several of the 
works mentioned above. 

f There has been much discussion and much has been written con¬ 
cerning the relation of the two editions. In opposition to Schopen¬ 
hauer and Kuno Fischer it must be maintained that the alterations in 
the second edition consist in giving greater prominence to realistic 
elements, which in the first edition remained in the background^ 
though present even there. 
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Metaphydc zvliich may present itself as Science, 1783, had 
given a popular form to the critical doctrine of knowledge, 
it was followed by the critical philosophy of ethics in the 
Foundation of the Mctaphysics of Ethics, 1785, and the 
Critique of Practical Reason, 1788; by the critical a-sthetics 
and teleology in the Critique of Judgement. 1790; and by 
the critical philosophy of religion in Religion zvithin the 
Limits of Reason Only, 1793* (consisting of four essays, of 
which the first, '‘Of Radical Evil,'' had already appeared 
in the Berliner Monatsschrift in 1792). The Metaphysical 
Elements of Natural Science, 1786, and the Metaphysics 
of Ethics, 1797 (in two parts, '‘Metaphysical Kleiiicnts of 
the Theory of Right,” and “Metaphysical Elements of the 
Theory of \^irtue”), are devoted to the development of the 
system. The year 17S>8 brought two more larger works, 
the Conflict of the Faculties and the Anthropology, Of 
the reviews, that on Herder’s Ideen may be mentioned, and 
among the minor essays, the following: Idea for a Universal 
History in a Cosmopolitan Sense, Ansu^er to the Question: 
What is Illumination? both in 1784; What does it mean to 
Orient oneself in Thought? 1786; On the Use of Teleology 
ical Principles in Philosophy, 1788; On a Discovery according 
to which all Recent Criticism of Pure Reason is to be su¬ 
perseded by a Previous One, 1790; On the Progress of Met¬ 
aphysics since the 'rime of PVolff; On Philosophy in General, 
The End of all Things, 1794 ;On Everlasting Peace, 1795. 
Kant’s Logic was published by Jasche in 1800; his Physical 
Geography and his Observations on Pedagogics by F. T. 
Rink in 1803; his lectures on the Philosophical Theory of 
Religion (1817; 2d. ed., 1830) and on Metaphysics (1821; 
cf. Benno Erdmann in the Philosophise he Monatshefte, vol. 
xix. 1883, p. 129 seq., and vol. xx. 1884, p. 65 seq,) by Politz. 
If we may judge by the si)ecimens given by Reicke in the Alt- 
preussische Monatsschrift, 1882-84, and by Krause himself,t 

• This publication was the occasion of a conflict between Kant and 
the censorship concerning the right of free religious inquiry ; cf. 
Dilthey in the Archie jiir Geschichte der Philosophic, vol. iii. 1890, 
pp. 418—450. 

t A. Krause : /. Kant wider K, Fischer, znm ersten Male mit Hiilfe 
dcs vcrloren sewesenen Kantischen Hauptwcrf(es t^ertheidi^t, 1884 
(in reply, K. Fischer, Das Streber-und Grunderthum in der Litteratur^ 
1884) ; also, Das nachgelassene WerJ^ /. Kants, mit Belegen popular* 
wissensckaftlich dargestellt, 1888. 
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the promised publication of a manuscript of Kant’s 
last years, now in possession of the Hamburg pastor, 
Albrecht Krause, and which discusses the transition from 
the metaphysical elements of natural science to physics, 
will hardly meet tlie expectations which some have cher¬ 
ished conceming it. Renno Erdmann has issued ATacft- 
trage su Kants Kritik der reinen Vermmft atis Kants Nach~ 
lass, 1881, and Reflexionen Kants sur kritischen Philoso- 
phie aus handschrijtUchcn AufacicJimoigcn —the first vol¬ 
ume first H(?jt (Reflexionen srnr Anihropolocjie) appearing 
in 1882, the second volume (Reflexionen xnr Kritik der 
reinen Vernunjt, aus Kants Handcxemplar von Baumgart- 
ens Metaphysica) in 1884. Max Muller has made an Eiiiglish 
translation of the Critique of Pure Reason, 2 vols., 1881.* 

The best complete edition of the works of Kant is the 
second edition of llartenslcin, in eight volumes, 1867-68, 
which is chronologically arranged and excellently gotten 
up. Siimiit.:in('f)usly with the first edition of Hartenstcin 
in ten volumes, in 1838 seq,, appeared the edition in twelve 
volumes by K. Rosenkranz and E. W. v^chubert (contain¬ 
ing in the last volumes a biography of Kant by Schubert, 
and a history of the Kantian philosophy by Rosenkranz. 
1842). Kehrbach's edition of the principal works in Rec¬ 
lames UnivcrsaKBibliothck, with the pagination of the 
original and collective editions (1877 seq,), is more valuable 
than Von Kirchmann’s edition of the complete works in 
his Philosophische Bibliothck. 

Among the works on Kant those of Kuno Eischer (vols. 
iii.-iv. of the Gcschichte der ncucren Philosophic, 3d ed., 
1882; also Kant/s Lehen und die Grundlagen seiner Lchre, 
1860) take the first place. The writings of Liohmann, 
Cohen, Stadler, Riehl, Volkelt, and others will ])e mentioned 

• Besides this (centenary) translation the English reader may be 
leferrcd to the eiirlier version of Mciklejolin in Bohn’s hibrary ; to the 
versions of tlie Prolegomena by Rix (also in Bolin’s Library, and in¬ 
cluding the Metaphysical Elements of Natural Srietice), and MahatTy 
and Bernard, new ed., 1889 ; to Abbot’s Kant's Theory of Ethiy, 4tii 
ed., 1889, containing the Foundation of the Metaphysics of Ethics and 
tlie Critique of Practical Reason entire, with portions of the Meta¬ 
physics of Ethics and Religion within the Umits of Reason Only : 
to Bernard's translation of the Kriti\ of Judgment, 1892 ; and to 
Watson’s Selections from Kant, 2d ed., 1888 (in Sneath’s Modern 
Philosophers, 1892 ).—-Tr. 
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later, in connection with the neo-Kantian movement; here 
we may give some of the more important monographs and 
essays, selected from the enormously developed Kantian 
literature: 

Ad. hdhringer, Kants €T\cnntnissthcoretischcr Iciculismus, 1888 ; K. 
Dietericli, Die Kantische riiilosophie in Hirer inneren Entwic^elunss- 
gcsciiichtCyl 1885 (first puiblished separately, Kant und Newton, 
18/7 ; Kant und Rousseau, 1878); W. Dilthey, Aus den Rostoef^er 
Kantaandsc/injten in the Archiv jlir Geschichte dcr Philosophic, vols. 
ii.—iii. iSS.O—9fJ; M. W. Drahisch, Kants Ding an sie/i und sein 
Erjabrungshesrif), 1885 ; B. Erdmann, Kants Kritizismus in der /. 
imd 11, Aufldgc der Kritili dcr reinen Vcrnitnjt, 1S78 ; the same, Kants 
Prolegomena heransgegehen und crUiiUert, 1878, Introduction (in reply 
Emil Arnoldt, Kants Prolegomena nicht doppclt redigiert, 1879 ; cf. 
nho H. Vaihin,q:cr, Die Erdmann-Arnoldtsche Kontroverse in the 
Philosophise he Monatshefie, voL xvi. 1880) ; Franz Erhardt, Kritil^ 
der Kantischen Antinomienlehrc, 1888 ; R. Eucken, Ueber Bilder und 
Glcichnisse hei Kant, Zcitschrijt jiir Philosophic, \oI. Ixxxiii. 1883, 
reprinted in his BcUidge zur Geschichte der netteren Philosophic, 
18S6; F. Frederichs, Der pkdnomenale Idcalismus Berl(elcys und 
Kants, 1871 ; the same, Kants Prinzip dcr Ethil{, 1879 ; Ed. voii 
Hartmann, Das Ding an sich und seme Beschaffenheit, 1871, in the 
2d ccl., 1875, and the 3d, 1885, entitled Kritische Grtindlegung des 
trauszcndentalcn Rcalismus; C. Hebler, Kantiana, in his Philoso¬ 
phise he Aujsiltze, 1869 ; Alfred Heglcr, Die Psychologic in Kants 
Ethih^y 1"91 ; A. Holder, Durstellung dcr Kantischen Erlienntniss- 
*hcoric, 1873 ; J, Jaco-:son, Die Auffindung des A priori, 1876 ; the 
same, Ueber die Bezichungen zwischen Ketegorien und Urtbeilsj- 
ormen, 1877 ; Wilhelm Koppelmann, Kants Lchre vom analytischen 
Urtheil, Philosoph. Monatshcjte, \ol. xxi. 1885 ; the same, lutzes 
Stclhing zu Kants Kritizismus, Zcitschrijt fiir Philosophic, vol. 
Ixxxviii. 18S'); the same, Kants Lehre vom \atcgorischen Jmperatir, 
1888 ; the same, Kant und die Grundlagcn dcr Christlichen Religion, 
1890; K. Laas, Kants Analogien dcr Erjuhrung, 1876; the same, 
Einige Bemerhungen zur Transzcndcntalphilosophic, Strassburg 
Ahhandlungcn, 1884 ; J. Mainzer, Die 1(rili$che Epoche in der Lehre 
von der Einbildungsl^raft, 1881 ; J. B. Meyer, Kants Psychologic, 1870 ; 
F. Paulsen, Was Kant uns sein kann, Viertcljahrsschrijt fur wissen- 
schajilicke Philosophic, 1881 ; B. PLinjer, Die Rcligionslehre Kants, 
1874; R. Quaehickcr, Kants und Herbarts metaphysische Grundans- 
ickten iiber das Wesen der Scale, 1870 ; J. Rehmke, Physiologic und 
Kantianismus, address in Eisenach, 1883 ; Rud. Reickc, Lose Blatter 
aus Kants Nachlass, 18S9 (on this H. Vaihinger in the Zcitschrijt fur 
Philosophic, vol. xevi. 1889) ; O, Riedel, Die monadologischen Best- 
immungen in Kants Lehre vom Ding an sich, dissertation at Kiel, 
1884; O. Schneider, Die psychologische Entwic\elung des A priori^ 
1883; the same, Transzendentalpsychologie, 1891; F. Staudinger^ 
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f^oumena, 1884 ; M. Steckclmacher, Die jormale LogiJ( Kants, Breslau 
Prize Essay, 1879 ; A. Stern, Die Bezichting Ganges zu Kant, nebst 
ungedriiditcn Brie fen, 1SS1 ; C. Stumpf, Psycholodc unci Erbenntniss- 
thcorie, Ahhandlungen dcr baycrischen Academic der Wisscnschajten, 
1891 ; G. Thiele, Kants intcllcctuelle Anschauung ah GrundbegriQ 
seines Kntizismus, 1876 ; the same, Die Philosophic Kants nach ihrem 
systcmatischen 7Atsammenhange tind Hirer logischhinorischen EnU 
wicl{clung, I. (1) Kants vorhjitische Naturphilosophic, 1882; 
(2) Kants vorfyitische Erl{cnninissthcorie, 1887 ; Ad. Trendelenburg, 
Uehcr einc Lit die in Kants Beiveis von dcr ausschlicssendcn Stihjecti- 
vitiit dcs Rattnics und dcr Zeit in vol. iii. of his Historische Britrlxge 
zttr Philosophie, ISlv ; Ueberhorsl, Kants Lchre von dein Vcrhdltnisse 
dcr Kategorien zu dcr Erjahrungy 1878 ; H. Vaihingcr, Einc Blattvcr- 
setzung in Kants Prolegomena, Philo soph. Monatshejtc, vol. xv. 1879; 
the same, Zu Kants Widcrlcgimg dcs Idealismits, Strassburg Abhand- 
Itmgen, 1884 ; J. Walter, Ziim Gcdlichtniss Kants, Vestredc, 1SB‘1 ; 
Th. Weber, 7.ttr KritHi dcr Kaniisdicn Edicnntnissthcorie (from tht 
Zeitschrijt fiir Philosophic), 1882 ; W. Windelband, Ueber die ver- 
schiedenen Phasen dcr Kuntischen lAthre vom Ding an sick, Vicrtel 
jahrsschrijt fiir uisscnsdiaftlichc Philosophie, T77 (cf. the same 
aurhorbs Geschichtc dcr nvueren Philosophic, § 58) ; J. Witte, Bcitrdge 
zum Verstdndniss Kants, 1874 ; the same, Kantischcr Kritizismus 
gegenuber unliritischcm Dilcttantisnuis (against A. Stbhr), 1885 ; 
Woltlral c, Kants Ijchrc vom Gewissen, 1889 ; E. Zeller, Ueber das 
Kantische Moralprinzip, IS’SO ; R. Zimmermann, Ueber Kants Widcr^ 
legttng dcs Idcalimius von Bcrl^cley, 1871 ; the same, Ueber Kants 
mathematisches Vorurtheil und dcssen Folgcn, 1871. 

Popular expositions have been given by the following : K. Fortbgc 
(in his Philos. Vortriige, 1869) ; E. l^st, Me hr Ucht! Die llaitpsiitzc 
Kants und Schopenhauers, 1879; the same, Die rcalistiche und die 
idcalistiscke Anschauung cntwtc\clt an Kants Idealitat von Rattm und 
Zeit, 1884 ; H. Romundt, Antaeus, neuer Aiifbau dcr Ldire Kants 
iiber Scele, Freilicit, und Gott, 1882 ; the sar.:c, Grttndlcgting ztir 
Reform dcr Philosophic, vcrcinfachte und erweiterie Darstcllung von 
Kants Kritili der reinen Vernunft, 1885 ; tlie same, Die VoIIendung 
des Socrates, Kants Grundicgung zur Reform der Sittenlchre; the 
same, Ein neuer Paulus, Kants Grundicgung zu eincr sicheren Lehre 
von der Religion, 1886 ; the same, Die drei Fragcn Kants, 1SS7 : A. 
Krause, Populdre Darstcllung von Kants Kritili der reinen Vernunft, 
1881 ; K. Lasswitz, Die Lehre Kants von dcr IdcnluiU des Raiimct 
und der Zeit, lStS3 ; Wilhelm Miinz, Die Grand!agen dcr Kantischen 
Erlienntnisstheorie, 2d ed., 1885. 

Among foreigners Villers, Cousin, Nolen, Desdouits, Cantoni, E. 
Caircl \A Critical Account of the Philosophy of Kanr, 1877 ; The 
Critical Philosophy of Immanuel Kant, 2 vols., 1889], Adamson [On 
the Philosophy of Kant, 1879, and a valuable article in the Encyclo¬ 
pedia Hritannica, 9th cd., vol. xiii.], Stirling [Text-hool{ to Kant, 1881], 
[Watson, Kant and his English Critics, 1881], Morris [Kant's 
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Critique of Pure Reason^ Griggs’s Philosophical Classics, 1H82.1, 
[Wallace, Kant^ Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics, 1S82, Porter, Katifs 
Ethicsy Griggs’s Philosophical Classics, 1886 ; Green, Lectures, Works, 
vol. ii., 1886 .—Tr.], have among otliers made contributions to Kantian 
literature. Of the older works we may mention the dictionaries 
E. Sclimid, 1788, and Mellin (in six volumes), 1797 seq., the critique 
of the Kantian philosophy in the first volume of Schopenhauer’s chief 
work, 1819, and the essay of C. H. Weisse, In welchem Sinne hat sick 
die deutsche Philosophic jetzt medcr an Kant zu orientieren, 1847. 

Kant’s outward life w^as less eventful and less changeful 
than his philosophical development.'^ Born in Konigsberg 
in 1724, the son of J. G. Cant, a saddler of Scottish 
descent, his home and school training were both strict and 
of a markedly religious type. He was educated at the 
university of his native city, and for nine years, from 1746 
on, filled the place of a private tutor. In 1755 he became 
Docent, in 1770 ordinary professor in Konigsberg, serving 
also for six years of this time as under-librarian. He 
seldom left his native city and never the province. The 
clearness which marked his extremely popular lectures on 
physical geography and anthropology was clue to his 
diligent study of works of travel, and to an unusually 
acute gift of obsen^ation, which enabled him to draw from 
his surroundings a comprehensive knowdedge of the world 
and of man. He ceased lecturing in 1797, and in 1804 
old age ended a life w'hich had always, even in minute 
detail, been governed by rule. A man of extreme devotion 
to duty, particularity, and love of truth, and an amiable, 
bright, and witty companion, Kant belongs to tlie acute 
rather than to the profound thinkers. Among his mani¬ 
fold endowments the tendency to combination and the 
faculty of intuition (as the Critique of Judgment especially 
shows) are present to a noticeable degree yet not so mark¬ 
edly as the power of strict analysis and subtle di.scrimina- 
tion. So that, although a mediating tendency is rightly 
regarded as tlie distinguishing characteristic of the Kantian 

• The following have done especially valuable service in the in¬ 
vestigation of the development of Kant’s doctrine: Paulsen (Versueh 
finer Entwickclungsgeschichte der Kantischen ErhenntnisstheoriCf 
j 875), B. Erdmann, Vaihingcr, and Windeliband. Besides Hume and 
Icibnitz, Newton, Locke, Shaftesbury, Rousseau, and Wolff exercised 
an important iniliience on Kant. 
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thinking, it must also be remembered that synthesis is 
everywhere preceded by a mighty work of analysis, and 
that this still exerts its power even after the adjustment is 
complete. Thus Kant became the energetic defender of 
a qualitative view' of the world in opposition to the quan¬ 
titative view of Leibnitz, for which antitheses {c.g., sensa¬ 
tion and thought, feeling and cognition, good and evil, 
duty and inclination) fade into anere differences of degree. 

In the beginning of this chapter wc have indicated how 
the new ideal of knowledge, under whose banner Kant 
brought about a reform of philosophy, grew out of the 
conflict l^jetween the rationalistic (dogmatic) and the 
empirical (skeptical) systems. This combines the I^aconian 
ideal of the extension of knowledge with the Cartesian 
ideal of certainty in knowledge. It is synthetic judgments 
alone wliich extend knowledge, while analytic judgments 
are exi)licativc merely.* A priori judgments alone are 
perfectly certain, al^solutely universal, and necessarily 
valid; while a posteriori judgments are subjectively valid 
merely, lack necessity, and, at best, yield only relative 
univcrsality.f All analytic judgments are a priori, all 
empirical or a posteriori judgments are synthetic. Between 
the two lies the object of Kant’s search. Do synthetic 
judgments a priori exist, and ho-w are they possible? 

Two sciences discuss the hoiv, and a third the ij of 

• “AH bodies arc extended ” is an analytic judgment ; “all bodies 
possess weight,’* a synthetic iudgmeiit. I’he former explicates the 
concept of the subject by bringing into notice an idea already con¬ 
tained in it and belonging to the defiiiilion as a part thereof ; it is 
based on the law of contradiction : an unextended btxiy is a self¬ 
contradictory concept. The latter, on the contrary, goes beyond the 
concept of the subject and adds a predicate wliich had not l>een thought 
dicrein. Lt is experience which teaches us that weight is joined to 
matter, a fact whicli cannot be derived from the concept of matter. 
Almost all mathematical principles are synthetic, and here, as will be 
shown, it is nor experience but “ pure intuition ” winch permits us 
to go beyond the concept and add a new mark to it. 

t The Scholastics applied the term a priori to knowledge from causes 
(from that which precedes), and a posteriori to knowledge from effects. 
Kant, following Leibnitz and Lambert, uses the terms to designate 
the antithesis, knowledge from reason and knowledge from experience. 
An a priori judgment is a judgment obtained without the aid of 
experience. When the principle from which it is derived is also 
independent of experience k is absolutely a priori, otherwise it is 
relatively a priori. 

\ 
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such jud^ients, which, afc the same time, are ampliativc 
and absolutely universal and necessary. The first two sci¬ 
ences are pure mathematics and pure natural science, of 
which the former is protected against doubt concerning its 
legitimacy by its evident character, and the latter, by the 
consUuit possibility of verification in experience; each, 
moreover, can point to the continuous course of its develop¬ 
ment. All this is absent in the third science, metaphysics, as 
science of the suprasensible, and to its great disadvantage. 
Experiential verification is in the nature of things denied 
to a presumptive knowledge of that which is beyond expe¬ 
rience; it lacks evidence to such an extent that there is 
vScarcely a principle to be found to which all metaphysicians 
assent, much less a metaphysical text-book to compare Avith 
Euclid; there is so little continuous advance that it is 
rather true that the later comers arc likely to overthrow 
all that their predecessors have taught. In metaphysics, 
therefore, which, it must be confessed, is actual as a natural 
tendency, the question is not, as in the other two sciences, 
concerning the grounds of its legitimacy, but concerning 
this legitimacy itself. Mathematics and jnire physics form 
synthetic judgments a priori, and metaphysics does the 
same. But the principles of the two fonner are unchal¬ 
lenged, while those of the third are not. In the former 
case the subject for investigation is. Whence this authority.? 
in the latter case, Is she thus authorized? 

Thus the main question, How are synthetic judgments 
a priori possible? divides into the subordinate questions. 
How is pure mathematics possible? How is pure natural 
science possible, and, How is metaphysics (in two senses: 
metaphysics in general, and metaphysics as science) pos¬ 
sible? The Transcendental JEsthetic (the critique of sensi¬ 
bility or the faculty of intuition) answers the first of these 
questions; the Transcendental Analytic (the critique of the 
understanding), the second; and the Transcendental Dich 
lectic (the critique of ‘‘reason” in the narrower sense) 
and the Transcendental Doctrine of Method {Methoden- 
iehre), the third. The Analytic and the Dialectic are the 
two parts of the Transcendental “Logic” (critique of the 
faculty of thought), which, together with the ^Esthetic, 
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forms the Transcendental ^‘Doctrine of Elements’’ (Elemen- 
tarlehrc), in contrast to the Doctrine of Method. The 
Critique oj Pure Reason follows this scheme of subordinate 
division, while the Prolegome^ta co-ordinates all four ])arts 
in the manner first mentioned. 

Let us anticipate the answ'ers. Pure mathematics i.s 
possible, because there are pure or a priori intuitions (space 
and time), and pure natural science or the metaphysics of 
phenomena, because there are a priori concepts (catc^gories) 
and principles of the pure understanding. Metaphysics 
as a presumptive science of the suprasensible has been 
possible in the form of unsuccessful attempts, because 
there are Ideas or concepts of reason which point beyond 
experience and look as though knowable objects were 
given through them; but as real science it is not possible, 
because the application of the categories is restricted to 
the limits of experience, while the objects thought through 
the Ideas cannot be sensuously given, and all assumed 
knowledge of them becomes involved in irresolvable con¬ 
tradictions (antinomies). On the other hand, a science is 
possible and necessary to teach the correct use of the cate¬ 
gories, which may be applied to phenomena alone, and of 
the Ideas, which may be applied only to our knowledge of 
things (and our volition), and to determine the origin and 
the limits of our knowledge—tliat is to say, a transcen¬ 
dental philosophy. In regard to metaphysics (knowledge 
from pure reason), then, this is the conclusion reached: 
Rejection of transcendent metaphysics (that which goes 
beyond experience), recognition and development of 
immanent metaphysics (that which remains within the 
limits of possible experience). It is not possible as a 
metaphysic of things in themselves; it is possible as a 
metaphysic of nature (of the totality of phenom¬ 
ena), and as a metaphysic of knowlec^^e (critique of 
reason). 

The interests of the reason are not exhausted, however, 
by the question, What can w^e know? but include tw'O 
further questions, What ought we to do? and. What 
may we hoipe? Thus to the metaphysics of nature there 
is added a metaphysics of morals, and to the critique 
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of theoretical reason, a critique of ipractical reason or 
of the will, together with a critique of religious belief. 
For even if a “knowledge” of the suprasensible is denied 
to us, yet “practical” grounds are not wanting for a suffi¬ 
ciently certain “conviction” concerning God, freedom, and 
immortality. 

After carrying the question of the possibility of syn¬ 
thetic judgments a priori from the knowledge of nature 
over to the knowledge of our duty, Kant raises it, in the 
third place, in regard to our judgmennt concerning the sub¬ 
jective and objective purposiveness of tilings, or concerning 
their beauty and their perfection, and adds to his critique 
of the intellect and the wall a critique of the faculty of aes¬ 
thetic and teleological judgment. 

The Kantian philosophy accordingly falls into three .parts, 
one theoretical, one practical (and religious), one aesthetic 
and teleological. 

Before advancing to our account of the first of these 
parts, a few preliminary remarks arc indispensable concern¬ 
ing the presuppositions involved in Kant's critical work 
and on the method which he pursues. The presuppositions 
are jjartly psychological, partly (as the classilication of the 
forms of judgment and inference, and the twofold division 
of judgments) logical, either in the formal or the transcen¬ 
dental sense, and partly metaphysical (as the thing in 
itself). Kant takes the first of these from the psy- 
choloigy of his time, by combining the W'olffian classifi¬ 
cation of the faculties with that of Tetens, and thus 
obtains six dil'ferent faculties: lower (sensuous) and 
higher (intellectual) faculties of cognition, of feeling, and 
of appetition; or sensibility (the capacity for receiving 
representations through the way in which we are affected 
by objects), understanding (the faculty of producing rep¬ 
resentations spontaneously and of connecting them) ; the 
sensuous feelings of pleasure and pain, taste; desire, and 
will. The understanding in the wide sense is equivalent to 
the higher faculty of cognition, and divides further into 
understanding in the stricter sense (faculty of concepts), 
judgment (faculty of judging), and reason (faculty of infer- 



THE PRESUPPOSITIONS 


337 


ence). Of these the first gives laws to the faculty of cog¬ 
nition or to nature, the second laws to taste, and the third 
laws to the wall. 

The most ini']X)rtant of the fundamental assumptions 
concerns the relation, the nature, and the mission of the 
two facuhies of cognition. I'hese do not differ in degree, 
through the possession of greater or less distinctness—for 
there are sensuous representations which are distinct and 
intellectual ones whicli are not so—but s[)ecifically: Sen¬ 
sibility is i.!ic faculty of intuitions, understanding the 
faculty of concepts. Intuitions are x^^articular, concepts gen¬ 
eral rej)resentations. Hie former relate to objects directly, 
the latter only indirectly < through the mediation of other 
representaiions), Jn intuition the mind is receptive, in 
conception it acts spontaneous!). Through intuitions 
o))jccts are (jlvcn to us; through concepts they are thought/* 
It resulis from this that neither of the two faculties is of 
itself sufticient for the atlainment of knowledge, for cogni¬ 
tion is olijective thinking, the determination of objects, the 
unifying combination or elaboration of a given manifold, the 
forming of a material content. Rationalists and empiri¬ 
cists alike liave been deceived in regard to the necessity for 
cO“0]>eration between the senses and the understanding. 
Sensibility furnishes the material manifold, which of itself 
it is not ahle to form, while the understanding gives the 
unifying form, to which of itself it cannot furnish a content. 
‘Tntiiitions without concepts are blind/* (formless, unin¬ 
telligible), “concepts without intuitions are empty** (with¬ 
out content). In the one case, form and order are wanting, 
in the other, the material to be formed. The two faculties 
are thrown back on each other, and knowledge can arise 
only from their union. 

A certain degree of form is attained in sense, it is true, 
since the chaos of sensations is ordered under the “forms of 
intuition,'* space and time, which are an original possession 
of the intuiting subject, but this is not sufficient, without 
the aid of the understanding, for the genesis of knowledge. 
In view of the a priori nature of Sipace and time, though 
without detraction from their intuitive character (they 
are immediate particular representations), w'e may assign 

22 
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pure sensibility to the higher faculty of cognition and speak 
of an intuiting reason. 

The fonns of intuition and of thouiglit conic from within, 
they lie ready in the mind a priori, though not as com¬ 
pleted representations. They are functions, necessary 
actions of the soul, for the execution of which a stimulus 
from without, through sensations, is necessary, but which, 
when once this is given, the soul brings forth spontaneously. 
The external impulse merely gives the soul the occasion 
for such productive acts, while their grounds and laws 
are found in its own nature. In this sense Kant terms 
them “originally ac(juired/' and in the Introduction to the 
Critique of Pure Reason declares that although it is indu¬ 
bitable that “all our knowledge begins 7citli experience 
(impressions of sense), yet it does not all arise from experi¬ 
ence.” That a representation or cognition is a priori* does 
not mean that it jireccdes experience in time, hut that 
(apart from the merely exciting, non-productive stimula¬ 
tion through impressions already mentioned) it is inde- 
ixjndent of all experience, that it is not derived or borrowed 
from experience. 

The material of intuition and tlu)ught is given U) the 
soul, received by it: it arises through the action of objects 
upon the senses, and is always empirical. Intuition is the 
only organ of reality; in sensation the presence of ;i real 
object as the cause of the sensation is directly revealed. 
When Kant’s transcendental idealism was placed by 
a reviewer on a level with the empirical idealism of 
Berkeley, which denies the existence of the external world, 
he distinctly asserted that it had never entered his mind to 
question the reality of external things. Further, after the 
existence of real things affecting the senses had 1>een trans¬ 
formed in his mind from a basis of the investigation into an 
object of inquiry, he endeavored to defend this assump- 

* The terms a priori representation nnd pure representation (con¬ 
cept, intuition) are equivalent ; but in judgments, on the other hand, 
there is a distinction. A judgment is a priori when the connection 
takes place independently of experience, no rriatter whether the con¬ 
cepts connected are a priori or not. If the former is the cast* the a 
priori judgment is pure (mixed widi nothing empirical) ; if the 
latter, it is mixed. 
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tion (wliich at first he had naively borrowed from the 
realism of tpre-scientific thought) by arguments, but without 
any satisfactory result/*' 

(bi the basis of the inseparabiliiy of sensibility and 
understanding the ideal of knowledge—an extension of 
knowledge to be attained by a priori means (p. 333)— 
experiences a remarkable addition in the position that the 
rational synthesis thus ()])tained must be a knowledge of 
reality, must be applied to matter given in intuition. To 
the ([uestion, arc synthetic judgments a priori 

possihlcl"'' is joined a second equally legitimate inquiry, 

How do they become objectively valid, or applicable to 
objects of experience?” Tlie principle from which their 
validit}^ is proved—they are applicable to objects of ex- 
])erience because zntliout them experience zuould not he 
possihle. because they are conditions of experience —like the 
criterion of apriority (strict universality and necessity), is 
one of the noetic assumptions of the critical theory.t 

Inasmuch as its investigation relates to the conditions 
of experience the Kantian criticism follows a method 
which it itself terms transcendentaL Heretofore, when the 
metaphysical method had been adopted, the object liad 
been the suprasensible; and when knowledge had been 
made the object of investigation, the method followed 
had been eni])irical, psyclioh»gical. Kant- liad the right 
to consider himself the creator of noetics, for he showed 
it the transcendental point of view. Knowledge is an 
object of experience, but its conditions are not. The 
object is to explain knowledge, not merely to describe it 
psychologically,—to establish a new science of Iviiowledge 
from principles, from pure reason. ITiat which lies beyond 
experience is sealed from our thought; that wdiich lies on 
this side of it is still uninvestigated, though capable and 
worthy of investigation, and in extreme need thereof. 
Criticism fonbids the transcendent use of reason (trans¬ 
cending experience) ; it permits, demands, and itself exer- 

* The task of confirming th^ existence of things in themselves 
changes under his hands into another, that of proving the existence 
. of external phenomena. “ That external objects are real as representa¬ 
tions ’* Berkeley had never disputed 

f Cf. Vaihingcr, Kommentarf i, pp. 425-430. 
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cises the transcendental^ use of it, which explains an' 
experiential object, knowledge, from its conditions, which 
are not empirically given. 

There is, apparently, a contradiction between the empi- 
ristic result of the Critique of Reason (the limitation 
of knowledge to objects of experience) and its rational¬ 
istic proofs (which proceed metaphysically, not empirically), 
and, in fact, a considerable degree of opposition really 
exists. Kant argues in a metaphysical way that there can 
be no metaphysics. I'his contradiction is solved by the 
distinction which lias been mentioned between that which 
is beyond, and tijat which lies within, the boundary of 
experience. That metapliysic is forbidden which on the 
objective side soars beyond experience, but that pure 
rational knowledge is permissible and necessary which 
develo])s from principles the grounds of ex])eriential 
knowledge existing in the subject. In the Kantian school, 
however, these comjilementary clement:^,—empirical result, 
transcendental or meUiphysical, properly speaking, pro¬ 
physical method,—were divorced, and the one emphasized, 
favored, and further developed at the exjicnse of the other. 
The em]>iricists hold to the result, while they either weaken 
or completely misunderstand the rationalism of the 
method: the a priori factor, says F'ries, was not reached by 
a priori, but by a posteriori, means, and there is no other 
way l>y which it could have been reached. The construc¬ 
tive thinkers, Fichte and his successors, adopt and con¬ 
tinue the metaphysical method, but reject the empirical 
result. Fichte’s aim is directed to a system of necessary, 
unconscious processes of reason, among which, rejecting 
the thing in itself, he includes sensation. According to 
Schelling nature itself is a prion, a condition of con¬ 
sciousness. This discrepancy between foundation and 

* Kant applies the term transcendental to the knowledge (the dis¬ 
covery, die proof) of the a priori factor and its relation to objects of 
experience. Unfortunately he often uses the same word not only to 
designate the a priori element itself, but also as a synonym for 
transcendent. In all three cases its opposite is empirical, namely, 
cmpirico-psychological investigation by observation in distinction from' 
noetical investigation from prniciplcs; empirical origin in distino 
tion from an origin in pure reason, and empirical use in distinctioit- 
from application beyond the limits of experience. 
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result continues in an altered form even among contem¬ 
porary thinkers—as a discussion vvhclher the “main pur¬ 
pose*' of Criticism is to he found in the limitation of 
knowledge to possible experience, or the estahlishmcnt of 
a priori elements —though many, in adherence to Kant's 
own view, maintain that the metaphysics of knowledge 
and of phenomena (immanent rationalism) is the only 
legitimate metaphysics. 

1. Theoty of Knowledge. 

(a) The Pure Intuitions (Transcendental iCsthetic). 

—The first part of the Critique of Reason, the 'J'ranscen- 
dental .^isthetic, lays down the position that space and lime 
are not indq)endent existences, not real beings, and not pro- 
I)erties or relations which would belong to things in them¬ 
selves though they were not intuited, but forfiis oj oitr intui¬ 
tion, which have their basis in the subjective constitution of 
our, the human, mind. If we separate from sensuous intui' 
tion all that the understanding thinks in it through its 
conce]>ts, and all that belongs to sensation, these two forms 
of intuition remain, which may he termed pure intuiuons, 
since they can be considered apart from all sensation. As 
subjective conditions (lying in the nature of the subject) 
through which alone a thing can become an ol.)jcct of intui¬ 
tion for us, they precede all empirical intuitions or are 
a prion. 

Space and time arc neither substantial receptacles which 
contain all that is real nor orders inhering in things in 
themselves, but forms of intuition. Now all our representa¬ 
tions arc cither ])ure or empirical in their origin, and either 
intuitive or conceptual in character. Kant advances 
four proofs for the position that space and time are 
not empirical and not concepts, but pure intuitions: 
(1) Time is not an empirical concept which has been 
abstracted from experience. lH>r the coexistence or 
succession of phenomena, i.e., their existence at the 
toame time or at different times (from which, as many 
believe, the representation of time is abstracted), itself 
presupposes time—a coexistence or succession is possible 
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only in time. It is no less false that space is abstracted’ 
from the empirical space relations of external phenomena, 
their existence outside and beside one anotlier, or in dif¬ 
ferent places, for it is impossible to represent relative situa¬ 
tion excej)t in sjxice. Therefore experience does not 
make space and time ])ossil>le: but space and time first of 
all make experience possible, the one outer, the other inner 
experience. They are postulates of perception, nor abstrac¬ 
tions from it. (2) Time is a necessary representation a 
priori. We can easily think all phenomena away from it, 
but we cannot remove time itself in view of phenomena 
in general; Ave can think time without plienomena, l)ut not 
phenomena wthout time, 'the same is true of Sipace in 
reference to external objects. Both are conditions of the 
possibility of phenomena. (3) Time is not a discursive or 
general concept. For there is but one time. And difierent 
times do not precede the one time as the constituent 
parts of which it is made up, but are mere limitations of 
it; the part is possible only through the Avhole. In the 
same way the various spaces are only parts of one and the 
same space, and can be thought in it alone. But a repres¬ 
entation which can be given only Ijy a single object is a par¬ 
ticular representation or an intuition. Because, therefore, 
of the oneness of space and time, the representation of eacli 
is an intuition. The a priori,, immediate intuition of the 
one space is entirely different from the cm])irical, general 
conception of space, whicli is abstracted from the various 
spaces. (4) Determinate periods of time arise by limita¬ 
tion of the one, fundamental time. Consequently this 
original time must be unlimited or infinite, and the repres¬ 
entation of it must be an intuition, not a concept. Time 
contains in itself an endless number of representations (its 
parts, times), but this is never the case with a generic con¬ 
cept, which, indeed, is conl^ained as a partial representation 
in an endless number of representations (those of the indi¬ 
viduals having the same name), and, consequently, compre¬ 
hends them all under itself, hut w’hich never contains them 
in itself. The general concept horse is contained in each 
particular representation of a horse as a general character¬ 
istic, and that of justice in each representation or a definite 
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just act ; time, however, is not contained in the different 
times, but they are contained in it. Similarly the relation 
of infinite space to the finite spaces is not the logi¬ 
cal relation (of a concept to examples of it, but the 
intuitive relation of an unlimited whole to its limited 
parts. 

The Prolcfjomcna employs as a fifth proof for the intui¬ 
tive character of space, an argument which had already 
appeared in the essay On the Ultiniaie Ground of the 
Disiinciion of PosUtons in Space, There are certain spatial 
distinctions which can be grasped by intuition alone, 
and which are absolutely irica})able of comprehension 
througli the understanding-—for example, those of right 
and left, above and below, before and behind. No logical 
marks can be given for the distinction between the object 
and its image in the mirror, or between the right ear and 
the left. The complete descri]>tion of a right hand must, 
in all respects (quality, proportionate position of parts, 
siz.e of the whc»le), hold for the left as well; but despite the 
complete similarity, the one hand cannot be exactly super- 
imf)Ose(l on the other; the glove of the one cannot be worn 
on the other. This difference in direction, which has sig¬ 
nificance only when viewed from a definite point, and the 
inijxvssibility mentioned of a congruence between an object 
(right hand) and its reflected image (left hand) can 
be understood only by intuition; tliey must be seen and 
felt, and cannot be made clear through concepts, and, con¬ 
sequently, can never be explained to a being which lacks 
the intuition of space. 

In the “transcendentar’ exposition of space and time 
Kant follows this “mctaphysicar' exposition, which had to 
prove their non-empirical, and non-discursivc, hence their 
a priori and intuitive, character, with the proof that only 
such an explanation of space and time could make it con¬ 
ceivable how synthetic cognitions a priori can arise from 
them. The principles of mathematics are of this kind. 
The synthetic character of geometrical truths is explained 
■by the intuitive nature of space, their aix>dictic character 
by its apriority, and their objective reality or applica¬ 
bility to empirical objects by the fact that space is tlie 
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condition of (external) perception. The like is true of 
arithmetic and time. 

If space Avere a mere concept, no proposition could be 
derived from it which should go beyond the concept and 
extend our knowledge of its properties. The possibility 
of such extension or synthesis in mathematics depends on 
the fact that spatial concepts can always be presented 
or ‘"constructed” in intuition. The geometrical axiom that 
in the triangle the sum of two sides is greater than the 
third is derived from intuition, by describing the triangle 
in imagination or, actually, on the board. Here the object 
is given through the cognition and not before it.—If space 
and time were empirical representations the knowledge 
obtained from them would lack necessity, which, as a 
matter of fact, it possesses in a marked degree. While 
experience teaches us only that something is thus or 
so, and not that it could not be otherwise, the axioms, 
(space has only three dimensions, time only one; only one 
straight line is possible between tw^o points,) nay, all the 
propositions of mathematics are strictly universal and 
apodictically certain: w’e are entirely relieved from the 
necessity of measuring all triangles in the world in order to 
find out whether the sum of their angles is ec[ual to two 
right angles, and we do not need, as in the case of judg¬ 
ments of experience, to add the limitation, so far as it 
is yet known there are no exceptions to this rule. The 
apriority is the ratio essendi of the strict necessity 
involved in the “it must be so” (dcs Soseinniiisscns), while 
the latter is the ?'atio corjnoscendi of the former. Now since 
the necessity of mathematical judgments can only be 
explained through the ideality of space, this doctrine is 
perfectly certain, not merely a pro-bable hypothesis.—The 
validity of mathematical principles for all objects of per¬ 
ception, finally, is based on the fact that they are rules 
under w^hich alone experience is possible for us. It 
should be mentioned, further, that the conceptions of 
change and motion (change of place) are ix)ssible only 
through and in the representation of time. No concept 
could make intelligible the possibility of change, that is, of 
the connection of contradictory predicates in one and the 
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same thin«y, but the intuition of succession easily succeeds 
in accomplishing it. 

The argument is followed by conclusions and explana¬ 
tions -based upon it; (1) Space is the form of the outer, 
time of the inner, sense, llirough the outer sense external 
objects are gven to us, and through the inner sense our 
own inner states. But since all representations, whether 
they have external things for their objects or not, l^elong 
in themselves, as mental determinations, to our inner 
state, time is the formal condition of all phenomena in 
general, directly of internal (psychical) phenomena, and. 
thereby, indirectly of external phenomena also. (2) 'J'he 
validity of the relations of sj>ace and time cognizable a 
priori is established for all objects of possible experience, 
but is limited to these. 1'hey arc valid for all phenomena 
(for all things which at any time ma}^ l)e given to our 
senses) but only lor these, not for things as they are in 
themseWes, 'bhey have “empirical reality, but. at the same 
time, transc(‘nden(al ideality.’’ y\s external j)henomena 
all things are beside one another in si)ace, and all phe¬ 
nomena whatever are in time and of necessity under 
temporal relations; in regard to all things which can occur 
in our experience, and in so far as they can occur, sjiace 
and time are objectively, therefore empirically, real. But 
they do not possess a])solute reality (neither subsistent 
reality nor the reality of inherence) ; for if we abstract from 
our sensuous intuition both vanish, and, apart from the sub¬ 
ject (AT. ii., the transcendental sul>jcct, concerning which 
more below), they are naught. It is only from man’s point 
of view that wc can speak of .space, and of extended, move¬ 
able, cliange«'ible things: for we can know nothing concern¬ 
ing the intuitions of other thinking beings, wc have 
no means of discovering whether they are bound by the 
same conditions which limit our intuitions, and which for 
us are universally valid. (3) Nothing which is intuited in 
space is a thing in itself. What we call external objects are 
nothing but mere representations of our sensibility, whose 
true correlative, the thing in itself, cannot be known by ever 
so deep penetration into the phenomenon; such properties 
;as belong to things in themselves can never be given to us 
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through the senses. Similarly nothing that is intuited in 
time is a thing in itself, so that we intuit ourselves only as 
we appear to ourselves, and not as we arc. 

U'he merely empirical reality of Sj)ace and time, the 
limitation of their validity to phenomena, leaves the cer¬ 
tainty of knowledge within the limits of experience intact; 
for we are ecpially certain of it, whether these forms neces¬ 
sarily belong to things in themselves, or only to our intu¬ 
itions of things. The assertion of their absolute reality, on 
the other hand, involves us in sheer absurdities (that is, it 
necessitates the assumption of two infinite nonentities 
which exist, but without being anything real, merely in 
order to comprehend all reality, and on one of which even 
our own existence would he dei)endent), in view of which 
the origin of so peculiar a theory as the idealism of Berke¬ 
ley appears intelligible. The critical theory of space and 
time is so far from being identical with, or akin to, the 
theory of Berkeley, that it furnishes the best and only 
defense against the latter. If anyone assumes the absolute 
or transcendental reality of these forms, it is impossible for 
him to prevent everything, including even our own exist¬ 
ence, from being changed thereby into mere illusion. But 
the critical j)hilosoi>her is far from degrading bodies to 
mere illusion; external phenomena are just as real for 
him as internal phenomena, though only as phenomena, it 
is true, as (];>os.sible) representations. 

Phenomenon and illusion arc not the same. The tran¬ 
scendental distinction between phenomena and things in 
themselves must not be confused with the distinction coni- 
iiion to ordinary life and to physirs, in accordance with 
which we call the rain]>ow a mere appearance (1.)ctter, illu¬ 
sion), hut the combination of sun and rain which gives rise 
to this illusion the thing in itself, as that which in universal 
experience and in all diiTercnt positions with respect to the 
senses, is tlius and not otherwise determined in intuition, or 
that whicli essentially belongs to the intuition of the o<l>ject, 
and is valid for every human sensibility (in antithesis k) that 
which only contingently belongs to it, and is valid only for a 
special position or organi/atioii of this or that sense). Simi¬ 
larly an object always appears to grow smaller as its distance 
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increases, while in itself it is and remains of some fixed 
size. And this nse of words is perfectly correct, in the 
physical or empirical sense of “in itself’^; but in the tran¬ 
scendental sense the raindrops, also, together with their 
form and size, are themselves mere phenomena, the “in 
itself ’ of which remains entirely unknown to us. Kant, 
moreover, does not wish to see the subjectivity of the 
forms of intuition placed on a level with the subjec- 
ti\ ity (»f sensations or explained l)y this, though he accepts 
it as a fact long established. The sensations of color, of 
tone, of tem]’)erature are, no doubt, like the representation 
c0‘ space in that they belong* only to the subjective consti¬ 
tution of the sensibility, and can ])e attrilnited to objects 
only in relation to our senses. lUit the great difference 
between the two is that these sense cjualities may be 
different in ditferent persons (the color of the rose may 
seem different to each eye), or may fail to hamionizc 
^Yith any human sense; that they are not a priori in the same 
strict sense as sjxice and time, and consequently afford no 
knowledge of the objects of possible experience iiidq)end- 
cntly of perception; and that they arc connected with the 
j)henomenon only as the contingently added effects of 
a particular organization, while s])ace, as the condition of 
external objects, necessarily belongs to the phenomenon 
or intuition of them. It is iJirouf/h space alone that it is 
possible for thinejs to he external objects for its, 'fhe subjec¬ 
tivity of sensation is individual, while that of space and 
time is general or universal to mankind; the lormer is 
empirical, individually different, and contingent, the latter 
( 7 . primi and necessary. Space alone, not sensation, is a 
conditio sUnc qua non of external j)erception. Space and 
time are the sole a prion elements of the sensibility; all 
other sensuous concepts, even motion and change, ])resup- 
pose perce]>tion; the movable in space and the succession 
of properties in an existing thing are empirical data. 

In confirmation of the theory that all oibjects of the 
senses are mere phenomena, the fact is adduced that (wdth 
the exception of the will and the feelings, which are not 
cognitions) nothing is given us through the senses but re¬ 
presentations of relations, while a thing in itself cannot be 
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known by mere relations. The phenomenon is the sum total 
of mere relations. In regard to matter we know only 
extension, motion, and the laws of this motion or forces 
(attraction, repulsion, impenetrability), hut all these are 
merely relations of the thing to something else, that is, 
external relations. Where is the inner side which underlies 
this exterior, and which belongs to the object in itself? 
This is never to be found in the phenomenon, and no mat¬ 
ter how far the obsen^ation and analysis of nature may 
advance (a work with unlimited horizons!) they reach 
nothing but portions of space occupied by matter and 
effects which matter exercises, that is, nothing beyond 
that which is comparatively internal, and which, in its 
turn, consists of external relations. Tlie absolutely inner 
side of matter is a mere fancy; and if the complaint that 
the “ inner side ” of things is ccmccaled from us is to mean 
that we do not comprehend what the things whicli appear 
to us may be in themselves, it is unjust and irrational, for 
it demands that we should be able to intuit without senses, 
in other words, that we should be other than men. The 
transcendent questions concerning the nounienon of things 
are unanswerable; we know ourselves, even, only as 
phenomena! phenomenon consists in nothing hut the 
relation of something in general to the senses. 

It is indubitable that something corresjK)iKls to phe¬ 
nomena, which, by affecting our sensibilit\, occasions 
sensations in us, and thereby pbenomena. The very word, 
the very concept, '‘phenomenon,'’ indicates a relation to 
something which is not phenomenon, to an object not 
dependent on the sensibility. What this may be continues 
liidclen from us, for knowledge is impossible without intui¬ 
tion. Things in themselves are unknowable. Neverthe¬ 
less the idea (it must he confessed, the entirely empty idea) 
of this "transcendental object," as an indeterminate some¬ 
what = X which underlies phenomena, is not only allowable, 
but, as a limiting concept, unavoidable in order to confine 
the pretensions of sense to the only field which is acces¬ 
sible to it, that is, to the field of phenomena. 

The inference "space and time are nothnig but represen¬ 
tations and representations are in us, therefore space and 
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time as well as all phenomena in them, bodies with their 
forces and motions, are in us,” does not accurately express 
Kant’s posil.ion, for he might justly reply that, according 
to him, bodies as phenomena are in different parts in space 
from that which wc assign to ourselves, and thus without 
us; that space is the form of external intuition, and 
through it external o-bjects arise for us from sensations; 
but that, in regard to the things in themselves which affect 
us, we are entirely ignorant whether they are within or 
without us. 

It can easily be shown by literal quotations that there 
were distinct tendencies in Kant, especially in the first 
edition of his principal work, toward a radical idealism 
which doubts or denies not merely the cognizability, but 
also the existence cjf object.s external to the sul3ject and its 
rei)resentations, and which degrades the thing in itself to a 
mere thought in us, or completely does away with it (e.fj., 
‘'The reiprcheiitation of an object as a thing in general 
is not only insufficient, but, . . . independently of empir¬ 
ical conditions, in itself contradictory”). Hut these expres¬ 
sions indicate only a momentary inclination toward such a 
view, not a binding avowal of it, and they are outweighed 
by those in which idealism is more or less energetically 
rejeckxl. That which according to Kant e.rists outside 
the representation of the individual is twofold; (1) the 
unknown things in themselves with their problematical char¬ 
acteristics, as the ground of phenomena; (2) the phenom¬ 
ena “themselves” with their knowable immanent laws, 
and their relations in space and time, as possible represen¬ 
tations. When I turn my glance away from the rose its 
redness vanishes, since this predicate belongs to it only in 
so far and so long as it acts in the light on my visual ap])a- 
ratus. What, then, is left? That thing in itself, of course, 
which, when it appears to me, calls forth in me the intuition 
of the rose. But there is still something else remaining*— 
the phenomenon of the rose, with its size, its form, and its 
motion in the wind. For these are predicates which must 
be attributed to the phenomenon itself as the object of my 
representation. If the rose, as detennined in space and 
time, vanished when I turned my head away, it could not, 
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unless intuited by a suljject, exj>erience or exert effects in 
s])ace and time, could not lose its leaves in the wind and 
strew the ground with its petals, l^erception and thought 
inform me not merely concerning events of which I am a 
witness, but also of others which have occurred, or which 
will occur, in my absence. The process of stripping the 
leaves from the rose lias actually taken place as a ]>henome- 
non and does not first hecome real by my subsequent repres¬ 
entation of it or inference to it. The things and events of 
the phenomenal world exist both before and after my per¬ 
ception, and are something distinct from my sulfiective and 
momentary re|>rescntations of them. The s])ace and time, 
however, in which they exist and hapj^en are not furnished 
by the inlnitiiig individual, hut hy the supra-individnal, 
transcendental consciousness or generic reason of the race. 
The phenomenon thus stands midway between its objective 
ground (the absolute thing in itself) and the subject, wdiose 
common product it is, as a relative thing in itself, as a reality 
which is indepeiiflent of the contingent and changing 
representation of the individual, empirical sul)ject, which is 
dependent for its form on the transcendental subject, and 
which is the only reality accessible to us, yet entirely 
valid for us. The phenomcjial world is not a contingent 
and individual phenomenon, but one necessary for all beings 
organized as we are, a phenomenon for humanity. My 
representations are not the phenomena themselves, but 
images and signs tlirough which I cognize ])henomena, i.e,, 
real things as they are for me and for every man (not as 
they are in themselves). The reality of phenomena consists 
in the fact that they can be perceived by men, and the 
objective validity of my knowledge of them in the fact that 
every man must agree in it. The laws which the under¬ 
standing (not the individual understanding!) imposes upon 
nature hold for phenomena, because they hold for every 
man. Objectivity is universal validity. If the world of 
phenomena which is intuited and known by us w^ears a dif¬ 
ferent appearance from the world of things in themselves, 
this does not justify us in declaring it to be mere seeming 
and dreaming; a dream which all dream together, and 
which all must dream, is not a dream, but reality. As we 



THINGS IN THEMSELVES, PHENOMENA 351 

must represent the world, so it is, though for us, of course, 
and not in itself. 

Many places in Kant’s works seem to argue against the 
intermediate position here ascribed to the world of phe¬ 
nomena—according to which it is less than things in 
themselves and more than subjective representation— 
which, since they explain the phenomenon as a mere repres¬ 
entation. leave room for only two factors (on the one hand, 
the thing in itself = that in the thing vvhicli cannot be repre¬ 
sented ; on the other, the thing for me ~ my representation 
of the thing). In fact, the distinction between the y)he- 
nomenon “itself” and the representation which the indi¬ 
vidual now has of it and now does not have, is far from 
being everywhere adhered to with desirable clearness; and 
\vhcre\’er it is impossible to substitute that which has been 
represented and that which may l)c represented or possi¬ 
ble intuitions for “mere representations in me,” we must 
acknowledge that there is a departure from the stand- 
jH)int which is assumed in some jdaces with the greatest dis¬ 
tinctness. The latter finds unequivocal expression, among 
other places, in the ‘^^nalogies of Experience” and the 
“Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding,” 
§2, No. 4 (first edition). The second of these passages 
speaks of one and the same universal ex})erience, in which 
all perceptions arc represented in thoroughgoing and regu¬ 
lar connection, and of the thoroughgoing affinity of phe¬ 
nomena as the basis of the possibility of the association of 
representations. This affinity is ascribed to the objects of 
the senses, not to the representations, whose association is 
rather the result of the affinity, and not to the things in 
themselves, in' regard to whicli the understanding has no 
legislative power. 

The relaton between the thing in itself and the j)henom- 
enon is also variable. Now they are regarded as entirely 
heterogeneous (that which can never be intuited exists in 
a mode opposed to that of the intuited and intuitable), and 
now as analogous to each other (non-intuitable properties 
of the thing in itself correspond to the intuitable character¬ 
istics of the phenomenon). The former is the case when it 
is said that phenomena are in space and time, while things 
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in themselves are not; that in the first of these classes 
natural causation rules, and in the second freedom; tliat in 
the one conditioned existence alone is found, in the other 
unconditioned.* But just as often things in themselves 
and phenomena are conceived as similar to one another, 
as two sides of the same object,f of which one, like the 
counter-earth of the Pythagoreans, always remains turned 
away from us, while the other is turned toward us, but does 
not reveal the true being of the object. According to tliis 
each particular thing, state, relation, and event in the 
world of phenomena would have its real counterpart in the 
noumenal sphere: un-extended roses in themselves would 
lie back of extended roses, certain non-temporal processes 
back of their growth and decay, intelligible relations back of 
their relations in space. This is approximately the relation 
of the two conceptions as in part taught by I^otze himself, 
in part represented by him as taught by Kant. Herbart’s 
principle, “ So much seeming, so much indication of being 
{unc vicl Schcin so vicl Hmdcutiin(j aufs Sein), might also 
be cited in this connection, lliat which continually impelled 
Kant, in spite of his ])roclamation of the unknowableness 
of things in themselves, to form ideas about their character, 
was the moral interest, but this sometimes threw its influ¬ 
ence in favor of their cummensurability with phenomena 
and sometimes in the opposite scale. For in his ettiics 
Kant needs the intelligible character or man as noumenon, 
and must assume as many men in themselves (to be con¬ 
sistent, then, in general, as many beings in themselves) as 
there are in the world of phenomena. But for practical rea¬ 
sons, again, the causality of the man in liimself must be 

* Kant’s conjectures concerning a comTnon ground of material and 
mental phenomena, and those concerning the common root of sensi¬ 
bility and understanding, show tfie same tendency. On die one hand, 
duality, on the other, unity. 

t “ Phenomenon, which always has two sides, the one when the 
object in itself is considered (apart from the way in which it is 
intuited, and just because of which fact its character always remains 
problematical), the other when we regard the form of the intuition 
of this object, which must be sought not in the dbjeot in itself, but 
ill the subject to whom the object appears, while it nevertheless 
actually and necessarily belongs to the phenomenon of this object.*" 
*' This predicate ”—sc., spatial quality, extension—“ is attributed to 
things only in so far as they appear to us.” 
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thought of as entirely different from, and opposed t.o, the 
mechanical causality of the sense world. Kant’s judgment 
is, also, no more stable concerning the value of the knowl¬ 
edge of the suprasensible, which is denied to us. “ I do not 
need to know what things in themselves may be, because a 
thing can never be presented to me otherwise than as a phe¬ 
nomenon.” And yet a natural and ineradicable need of 
the reason to obtain some conviction in regard to the other 
world is said to underlie the abortive attempts of meta¬ 
physics ; and Kant himself uses all his efforts to secure to 
the practical reason the satisfaction of this need, though he 
has denied it to the speculative reason, and to make good 
the gap in knowledge by faith. From the theoretical 
standpoint an extension of knowledge beyond the limits of 
phenomena appears impossible, but unnecessary ; from the 
practical standpoint it is, to a certain extent, possible and 
indispensable. 

There is, tlien. a threefold distinction to be made : 
(1) Things in themselves, which can never be the o*bject of 
t)ur knowledge, because our forms of intuition are not valid 
for them. (2) Phenomena, things for us, nature or the 
totality of that which cither is or, at least, may be the 
object of our knowledge (here belong the possible inhab¬ 
itants of the moon, the magnetic matter which pervades all 
bodies, and the forces of attraction and repulsion, though 
the first have never been (Sbserved, and the second is not 
perceptible on account of the coarseness of our senses, and 
the last, >l>ecause forces in general are not perceptible; 
nature comprehends everything whose existence “is con¬ 
nected with our perceptions in a possible experience”*). 
(3) Our representations of phenomena, i.c., that of the lat¬ 
ter which actually enters into the consciousness of the 
empirical individual. In the realm of things in themselves 
there is no motion whatever, but at most an intelligible cor¬ 
relate of this relation; in the world of phenomena, the 
world of physics, the earth moves around the sun; in the 

• “ Nothing is actually given to us but the perception and the 
cnupirical progress from this to other possible perceptions.” “To 
call a phenomenon a real thing antecedent to perception, means . . . 
that in the progress oj experience we must meet with such a percep¬ 
tion.” 


23 
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sphere of representation the sun moves around the earth. 
It is true, as has been said, that Kant so-metimes ignores the 
distinction between phenomena as related to noumena and 
phenomena as related to representations; and, as a result of 
this, that the phenomenon is either completely volatilized 
into the representation* or split up into an objective half 
independent of us and a representative half dependent on 
US; of which the former falls into the thing in itself,t while 
the latter is resolved into subjective states of the ego. 

After the possibility and the legitimacy of synthetic 
judgments a priori have Jieen proved for pure matliematics 
upon the basis of the pure intuitions, there emerges, in the 
second place, the problem of the possibility of a priori 
syntheses in pure natural science, or the question, Do pure 
concepts exist? And after this has been answered in the 
affirmative, the further questions come up. Is the application 
of these, first, to phenomena, and second, to things in them¬ 
selves, possible and legitimate, and how far ? 

(b) Hie Concepts and Principles of the Pure Under¬ 
standing (Transcendental Anal 3 rtic)»—-Sensations, in order 
to become “intuition” or the i>erception of a phenomenon, 
needed to be ordered in space and time; in order to become 
‘‘experience” or a unified knowledge of objects, intuitions 
need a synthesis through concepts. In order to objective 
knowledge the manifold of intuition (already ordered by its 
arrangement in space and timl| must i>e connected in the 
unity of the concept. Sensibility gives the manifold to 

* Phenomena “ are altogether in me,” ” exist only in our sensibility 
as a modification of it.” “There is nothing in space but that which 
is actually represented in it.” Phenomena are “mere representations, 
which, if they are not given in us (in perception) nowhere exist.” 

t Here Kant is guilty of the fault which he himself has censured, 
of confusing the physical and transcendental meanings of “ in itself.” 
He forgets that the thing, if it is momentarily not intuited or repre¬ 
sented by me, and therefore is not immediately given for me as an 
individual, is nevertheless still present for me as man, is mediately 
given, that is, is discov'erable by future search. That which is without 
my present consciousness is not for this reason without all human 
consciousness. In fact, Kant often overlooks the distinction between 
actual and possible intuition, so that for him the “ objects ” of the 
latter slip out of ^ace and time and into the thing in itself. To the 
“ transcendental object we may ascribe the extent and connection of 
our possible perceptions, and say that it is given in itself before all 
experience.” In it “ the real things of the past arc given.” 
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be connected, the understanding the connecting unity. 
The former is aible to intuit only, the latter only to think ; 
knowledge can arise only as the result of their union. 
Intuitions depend on affections, concepts on functions, 
that is, on unifying acts of the understanding. 

To discover the pure forms of thought it is neces¬ 
sary to isolate the understandinig, just as an isolation of 
the sensibility was necessary a1x)ve in order to the discov¬ 
ery of the pure forms of intuition. We obtain the ele¬ 
ments of the pure knowledge of the understanding by re¬ 
jecting all that is intuitive and empirical. These elements 
must he pure, must he concepts, further, not derivative or 
composite, but fundamental concepts, and their number 
must be complete. This completeness is guaranteed only 
when the pure concepts or categories are sought according to 
some common principle, which assigns to each its position 
in the connection of the whole, and not (as with Aristotle) 
collected by occasional, unsystematic inquiries undertaken 
at random. The table of the forms of judgment will 
serve as a iguicle for the discovery of the categories. 
Thought is knowledge through concepts ; the understand¬ 
ing can make no other use of concepts than to judge by 
means of them. Hence, since the understanding is the 
faculty of judging, the various kinds of connection in judg¬ 
ment must yield the various pure ‘‘ connective-concepts 
(Fcrknilpfungshcgrifjc, —K. Fischer) or categories. 

In regard to quantity, every judgment is universal, par¬ 
ticular, or singular ; in regard to quality, affirmative, nega¬ 
tive, or infinite ; in regard to relation, categorical, hypo¬ 
thetical, or disjunctive ; and in regard to modality, pro-b- 
lematical, assertory, or apodictic. To these twelve forms 
of judgment correspond as many categories, viz., I., Unity, 
Plurality, Totality; II., Reality, Negation, Limitation; 

III. , Subsistence and Inherence (Substance and Accident), 
Causality and Dependence (Cause and Effect), Community 
(Reciprocity between the Active and the Passive); 

IV. , Possibility, Impossibility, Existence—Non-existence, 
N ecessi ty—Contingency. 

The first six of these fundamental concepts, which have 
no correlatives, constitute the mathematical, the second 
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six, which appear in pairs, the dynamical categories. The 
former relate to objects of (pure or of empirical) intui¬ 
tion, the latter to the existence of these objects (in relation 
to one another or to tfhe understanding). Although all 
other a priori division though concepts must be dichoto¬ 
mous. each of the four heads includes three categories, the 
third of which in each case arises from the combination of 
the second and first,* but, nevertheless, is an original (not a 
derivative^ concept, since this combination requires a special 
actus of the understanding. Universality or totality is 
plurality regarded as unity, limitation is reality combined 
with negation, community is the reciprocal causality 
of substances, and necessity is the actuality given by pos¬ 
sibility itself. Kant omits, as imnecessiiry here, the useful, 
eas}', and not unpleasant task of noting the great numiber 
of derivative concepts a priori (predicables) which spring 
from the combination of these twelve original concepts 
(prediccunents = categories) with one another, or with tlie 
modes of pure sensibility,—the concepts force, action, pas¬ 
sion, would belong as subsumptions under causality, 
presence and resistance under community, origin, extinc¬ 
tion, and change under modality,—since his object is 
not a system, but only the prniciples of one. His liking 
or even love for this division according to quantity, quality, 
relation, and modality, which he always has ready as though 
it were a universal key for philosophical problems, reveals 
a very strong architectonic impulse, against which even his 
ever active skeptical tendency is not able to keep up the 
)>attle. 

In view of the derivation of the forms of thought from 
the forms of judgment Kant does not stop to give a detailed 
proof that the categories are concepts, and that they are 
pure. Their discursive (not intuitive) character is evident 
from the fact that their reference to the object is mediate 
only (and not, as in the case of intuition, immediate), 

* Concerning this “ neat observation,” Kant remarked that it might 
“ perhaps have important consequences in regard to the scientifk form 
of all knowledge of reason.” This prophecy was fulfilled, although 
in a different sense from chat which floated before his nund. Fichte 
and Hegel composed their “thought-symphonies” in the three-four 
time given by Kant. 
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and fcheir a priori origin, from the necessity which they 
carry with them, and which would (be impossible if their 
origin were empirical. Here Kant starts from Hume’s 
criticism of the idea of cause. The Scottish skeptic had 
said that tlie necessary bond between cause and effect can 
neither be perceived nor logically demonstrated; tliat, 
therefore, the relation of causality is an idea whidi we— 
with what right?—add to perceived succession in time. 
This doubt ( without the hasty conclusions), says Kant, 
must be generalized, must l>e extended to the category of 
substance (whicli had been already done by Hume, pp. 226 
—27, though the author of the Critique of Reason was not 
aware of the. fact), and to all other pure concepts of the 
understanding. Then we may hO;pe to kindle a torch at the 
spark which Hume struck out. The problem “ It is 
impossible to .see why, because something exists, some¬ 
thing else must necessarily exist,*' is the starting .point alike 
of Hume's skeidicism and Kant’s criticism. The fonner 
recognized that the principle of causality is neither empirical 
nor analytic, and therefore concluded that it is an inven¬ 
tion of reason, which confuses subjective with objective 
necessity. The latter show^s that in spite of its subjective 
origin it has an objective value; that it is a truth w’hich is 
independent of all ex]>ericnce, and yet valid for all who 
have experience, and for all that can be experienced. 

Ot the two questions, “How' can the concepts which 
spring from our understanding possess objective validity?" 
and, “How (through what means or media) does their appli¬ 
cation to objects of experience take place?” the first is 
answered in the Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the 
Understanding, and the second in the chapter on their 
Schematism. 

The Deduction, the most difficult portion of the Critique, 
shows that the objective validity of the categories, as 
concepts of objects in general, depends on the fact that 
through them alone experience as far as regards the form of 
thought is possible, i.e., it is only through them that any 
object whatever can be thought. All knowledge consists in 
judgments; all judgments contain a connection of represen¬ 
tations; all connection—whether it Ibe conscious or not, 
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whether it relates to concepts or to pure or empirical intui¬ 
tions—is an act of the understanding; it cannot be given by 
objects, but only spontaneously performed by the subject 
itself. We cannot represent anything as connected in the 
object unless we have ourselves first connected it. The con¬ 
nection includes three conceptions : that of the manifold to 
be connected (which is given by intuition), that of the act 
of synthesis, and that of the unity; this last is two-fold, an 
objective unity (the conception of an object in general in 
which the manifold is united), and a subjective unity 
(the unity of consciousness under which or, rather, through 
which the connection is effected). The categories represent 
the different kinds of combination, each one of these, again, 
being completed in three stages, which are termed the 
Synthesis of Apprehension in Intuition, the Synthesis of 
Reproduction in Imagination, and the Synthesis of Recogni¬ 
tion in Concepts. If 1 wish to think the time from one 
noon to the next, I must (1) grasp (apprehend) the mani¬ 
fold representations (portions of time) in succession; (2) 
retain or renew* (reproduce) in thought those wdiich have 
preceded in passing to those which follow; (3) be conscious 
that that which is now thought is the same with that 
thought before, or know again (recognize) the reproduced 
rej)resentation as the one previously experienced.*' If the 
mind did not exercise such synthetic activity the manifold 
of representation would not constitute a whole, w*ould lack 
the unity whicli consciousness alone can impart to it. 
Without this one consciousness, concepts and knowledge of 
objects would be wholly impossible. The unity of pure self- 
consciousness or of “transcendental apperception" is the 
postulate of all use of the understanding. In the flux of 
internal phenomena there is no constant or abiding self, 
but the unchangeable consciousness here demanded is a pre¬ 
cedent condition of all experience, and gives to phenomena 
a connection according to laws which determine an object 
for intuition, i.e-, the conception of something in which they 
are necessarily connected.*** Reference to an abject is 

* Object is “ that which opposes the random or arbitrary determina^ 
tion of our cognitions,” and which causes ** them to be determined in 
a certain way a priori,'* 
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nothing other than the necessary unity of consciousness. 
The connective activity of the understanding, and with it 
experience, is possible only through “ the synthetic unity of 
pure apperception,'’ .the “ I think,” which must be able to 
accompany all my representations, and through which they 
first become mine. 

Experience (in the strict sense) is distinguished from 
perception (experience in the wide sense) by its objectivity 
or universal validity. A judgment of perception (the sun 
shines ii'|M:)n .the stone and the stone becomes warm) is only 
subjectively valid; while, on the other hand, a judgment of 
experience (the sun warms the stone) aims to be valid not 
only for me and my present condition, but always, for me 
and for everyone else. If the former is to become the latter, 
an a priori concept must be added to the perception (in the 
above case, the concept of cause), under which the percep¬ 
tion is subsumed. The category determines the per¬ 
ceptions in view of the form *of the judgment, 
gives to the judgment its reference to an object, 
and thus gives to the percepts, or rather, concepts 
(sunshine and warmth), necessary and universally valid 
connection. The reason why the judgments of others ” 
must “agree with mine” is “the unity of the object to which 
they all relate, with which they agree, and hence must also 
all agree with one another.” 

Though the categories take their origin in the nature of 
the subject, they are objective and valid for objects of expe¬ 
rience, because experience is possible alone through them. 
They are not the product, but the ground of experience. 
The second difficulty concerns their applicalbility to pheno¬ 
mena, which are wholly disparate. By what means is the 
gulf between the categories, which are concepts and a priori, 
and perceptions, which are intuitous and empirical, bridged 
over? The connecting link is supplied by the imagination, 
as the faculty which mediates between sensibility and under¬ 
standing to provide a concept with its image, and consists 
in the intuition of time, which, in common with the cate¬ 
gories, has an a priori character, and, in common with per¬ 
ceptions, an intuitive character, so that it is at once purb 
and sensuous. The subsumption of phenomena or empirical 
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intuitions under the categor)^ is effected through the 
Schemata"^ of the concepts of the understanding, 
i.e,, through a priori detemiinations of time accord¬ 
ing to rules, which relate to iimt-senes, time-confcwf, 
Hmt-order, and iim^-comprehension, and indicate whe¬ 
ther I have to apply this or that category to a 
given object. 

Each category lias its own schema. 'Hie schema of quan¬ 
tity is number, as comprehending the successive addition of 
homogeneous parts. Filled time (being in time) is the 
dchenia of reality, empty time (not-^being in time) the 
schema of negation, and more or less filled time (the inten¬ 
sity of sensation, indicating the degree of reality) the 
schema of limitation. Permanence in time is the sign for 
the application of the category of substance ;t regular suc¬ 
cession, for the application of the concept of cause; the 
coexistence of the determinations of one substance with 
those of another, the signal for their subsumption under 
the concei[>t of reciprocity. The schemata of possibility, 
actuality, and necessity, finally, are existence at any time 
whatever (whensoever), existence at a definite time, and 
existence at all times. By such schematic syntheses the 
pure concept is brought near to the empirical intuition, and 
the way is prepared for an application of the former to the 
tatter, or, what is the same thing, for the subsumption of 
tlie latter under the former. 

As a result of the fact that the schematism permits a pres¬ 
entation of the categories in time intuition antecedent to 

• 'rhc scheim is not an empirical image, but stands midway between 
tills (the particular intuition of a definite triangle or dog) and the 
unintuitable concept, as a general inmition (of a triangle or a dog in 
general, which holds alike for right-and oblique-angled triangles, for 
poodles and pugs), or as a rule for determining our intuition in accord¬ 
ance with a concept. 

t This determination is important for psychology. Since the inner 
sense shows nothing constant, but everything in a continual flux,— ioc 
the permanent subject of our thoughts is an identical activity of the 
understanding, not an intuitable objects,—the concept of substance is 
not applicable to psychical phenomena. Representations of a perma¬ 
nent (material substances) exist, indeed, but not permanent representa¬ 
tions. The abiding self (ego, soul) which we posit back of internal 
phenomena is, as the Dialectic will show, a mere Idea, which, or, 
raither, the abject of which, may be “ thought ” as substance, it is true, 
but cannot be “ given ” in intuition, hence cannot be “ known.** 
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all exix‘rieucc, the possibility is sgiven of synthetic judg¬ 
ments a priori concerning objects of possible experience. 
Such judgments, in so far as they are not based on higher 
and more general cognitions, are temied “ principles,’' and 
the system of them—to l>e given, with the table of the cate¬ 
gories as a guide, in the Analytic of Principles or the 
Doctrine of the Faculty of Judgment—furnishes the out¬ 
lines of “ pure natural science.” When thus the rules of 
the subsumption to be eflected have been found in the pure 
concepts, and the conditions and criteria of the subsump¬ 
tion ill the schemata, it remains to indicate the principles 
•whicii the uiiderstandiiiig, through the aid of the schemata, 
actually produces a priori from its conceijhs. 

"Jhe principle oi quantity is the Axiom of Intuition, the 
principle of quality the .inticipation of Perception; the 
principles of relation are termed AnaUniics of Experience, 
those modality Postulates of Entpirical Thouyki in 
General, 'i he rirst runs, “ All intuitions are extensive 
quantities”; the second, *'in all phenomena sensation, and 
the real whicli corresponds to it in the object, has an inten¬ 
sive quantity, i.e., a degree.” The principle of the ” Anal- 
ogie.s’' is, ”.\1I phenomena, as far as their existence is con¬ 
cerned, are subject a Priori to rules, deteniiining their 
mutual relation in time” (in the second edition this is 
stated as follows : “E.xperieiice is possible only through 
the representation of a necessary connection of percep¬ 
tions”). As there are three modes of time, there result 
three “Analogies,” the principles of permanence, of suc¬ 
cession (procliictioii), and of coexistence. These are: fl) 
^Tn all changes of phenomena the substance is permanent, 
and its quantum is neither increased nor diminished in 
nature.” (2) ” All clianges take place according U) the law 
of connection between cause and effect”; or, “Everything 
that liaippens (begins to be) i)resupposes something on which 
it follows according to a rule.” (3) ‘‘All substances, in so 
far as they are coexistent, stand in complete community, 
that is, reciprocity, one to another.” And, finally, 
the three “Postulates” : “That which agrees with the forunal 
conditions of exi>erience (in intuition and in concepts) is 
possilde,” ‘‘I'hat which is connected with the material 
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conditions of experience (sensation) is actual” (perception 
is the only criterion of actuality). ‘‘That which, in its 
connection with the actual, is determined by universal con¬ 
ditions of experience, is (exists as) necessary.” 

As the categories of substance and causality are specially 
preferred to the others by Kant and the Kantians, and are 
even proclaimed by some as the only fundamental concepts, 
so also the principles of relation have an established reputa¬ 
tion for special importance. The leading ideas in the proofs 
of the “Analogies of Experience’*—for in spite of their 
underivative character the principles require, and are cap¬ 
able of, proof—may next he noted. 

The time determinations of phenomena, the knowledge 
of their duration, their succession, and their coexistence, 
form an indispensable part of our experience, not only of 
scientific experience, but of everyday experience as well. 
How is the objective time-determination of things and 
events possible? If the matter in hand is the determina¬ 
tion of the particulars of a fight with a bloody ending, the 
witnesses arc questioned and testify : We heard and saw 
how A began the quarrel by insulting B, and the latter 
answered the insult with a blow, whereupon A drew his 
knife and wounded his opponent. Here the succession of 
j)erceptions on the part of the persons present is accepted 
as a true rq^roduction of the succession of the actual events. 
But the succession of perceptions is not always the sure 
indication of an actual .succession : the trees along an 
avenue are i>crceived one after the other, wliile they are in 
reality coexistent. Wc might now profwse the following 
statement : The representation of the manifold of phe¬ 
nomena is always successive. I apprehend one part after 
another. I can decide w^hether these parts succeed one 
another in the object also, or whether they are coexistent, 
by the fact that, in the second case, the series of my percep¬ 
tions is reversible, while in the first it is not. I 
can, if I choose, direct my glance along the avenue 
in such a way that I shall begin the second time with the 
tree at which I left off the first time; if I wish to assure 
myself that the parts of a house are coexistent, I cause my 
eye to wander from the upper to the lower portions, from 
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the right side to the left, and then to perform the same 
motions in the opposite direction. On the other hand, it is 
not left to my choice to hear the thunder either before or 
after I see the lightning, or to see a passing wagon now here, 
now there, but in these cases I am bound in the succession of 
my sensuous representations. The possibility of interchange 
in the series of perceptions proves an objective coexistence, 
the impossibility of this, an objective succession. But this 
criterion is limited to the immediate present, and fails us 
when a time relation between unobserved phenomena is to 
be established. 1 f I go at evening into the dining room and 
see a vessel of bubbling water, which is to be used in 
making tea, over a burning spirit lamp, whence do 1 derive 
the knowledge that the water began, and could begin, to 
boil only after the alcohol had been lighted, and not before? 
Because T have often seen the flame precede the boiling of 
the water, and in this the irreversibility of the two percep¬ 
tions has (guaranteed to me the succession of the events 
perceived? Tlicn I may only assume that it is veiy 
probable, not that it is certain, that in this case also the 
order of the two events has been the same as I have observed 
several times before. As a matter of fact, however, we 
all assert that the water could not- have come into a boiling 
condition unless the generation of heat had preceded: that 
in every case the fire must be there before the boiling of the 
Avater can commence. Whence do we derive this must ? 
Simply and alone from the thought of a causal connection 
between the two events. Every phenomenon must follow 
in time that phenomenon of which it is the effect, and must 
precede that of which it is the cause. It is 
through the relation of causality, and through this alone, 
that the Ofbjective time relation of phenomena is deter¬ 
mined. If nothing preceded an event on which it must 
follow according to a rule,* then all succession in perception 
would be subjective merely, and nothing whatever would be 
objectively determined by it as to what Avas the antecedent 
and what the consequent in the phenomenon itself. We 
should then have a mere play of representations without 
* “ A reality following on an empty time, that iS; a beginning of 
existence preceded by no state of things, can as little be apprehended 
as empty time itself.” 
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sigiiiticance lor the real succession of events. Only the 
thought oi a rule, according to which the antecedent state 
contains the necessary condition of the consequent state, 
justilies us in transferring the time order of our representa¬ 
tions 10 phenomena.*'' Nay, even the distinction 'between 
the piienomenon itself, as the object of our representations, 
and our representations of it. is effected only by 
subjecting the phenomenon to this rule, which assigns to 
it its definite position in time after another phenomenon 
by wliich it is caused, and thus forbids the inversion of the 
perceptions. We can derive the rule of the understanding 
whicii produces tlu* objective time order of the manifold 
from experience, oiil\- because we have put it into experi¬ 
ence, and liave first brouglit experience into being by means 
of the rule, W’e recapitulate in Kant’s own words : The 
objective ( liniej relation of phenomena remains iindeber- 
niined in* mere ]>erce}}tion (the mere succession in my ai>I>re- 
hensioii, if it is not delennined by means of a rule in rela¬ 
tion 10 an antecedent, does not guarantee any succession in 
the object). In order that this may be known as deter¬ 
mined, the relation between the two states must be so con¬ 
ceived (through the under.^tanding’s concept of causality) 
that it i.s tliereby determined with necessity wdiich of them 
must be taken as coming first, and which second, and not 
conversely. Thus it is only by subjecting the succession 
of plienomena to the law of causality that empirical know- 
lerlge of tliem is possible. Without the concept of cause 
no objective time determination, and hence, without it, no 
experience. 

'riiat which the relation of cause and effect does for the 
successiont of phenomena, the relation of reciprocity does 
for their coexistence, and that of substance and acci¬ 
dent for their duration. Since absolute time is nO't an 
object of perception, the position of phenomena in time can- 

‘If phenomena were things in themselves no one would be able, 
from the succession of the representations of their manifold, to tell 
liow this is connected in the object” 

t Against die objection that cause jind effect are frequently, indeed 
in most cases, simultaneous (e.g., the heated sitovc and the warmth of 
the room), Kant remarks that the question concerns the order of time 
merely, and not the lapse of time. The ball lying on a soft cushion 
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not be directly deterinined, but only through a concej/t oi 
the understanding. When I conclude that two objects (the 
earth and the moon) must be coexistent, because percq)- 
tions of them can follow iijx)!! one another in both ways, I 
do this on the presupposition that the objects thejnselves 
reciprocally determine their position in time, hence are not 
isolated, hut stiind in causal community or a relation of 
reciprocal influence. It is only on the condition of reci¬ 
procity between phenomena, through which they form a 
whole, tliat I can represent them as coexistent. 

Coexistence and succession can I've rq>resented only ii' a 
]>ennanent substrat.um; they are merely the modes in which 
the permanent exists. Since time (in which all change takes 
place, hut which itself abides and does not cliange'i iii 
itself cannot be |x‘iceived, the substratum of sinuiltaneity 
and succession must- exist, in phenomena themselves: the 
])ermanent in relation to which alone all the time relations 
of plicMiomeiia cun he determined, is substance: that which 
alters is its determinations, accidents, or special inodes of 
existing. Alteration, /.c., origin and extinction, is true of 
states only, which can begin and cease to be, and not of sub¬ 
stances, which change {sich veriindcYn), i.e., ]')ass from one 
mode of existence into another, but do not alter (wecJiseln)] 
i.c\, pass from non-existence into existence, or the reverse. 
It is the permanent alone that changes, and its states 
alone that begin and cease to l>c. The origin and extinc¬ 
tion of substances, or the increase and diminution of their 
quantiini, would remove the sole condition of the empirical 
unity of time: for the time relations of the co-existent 
and the successive can be perceived only in an identical 
substratum, in a jxjrmanent, wdiich exists always. The law 

From nothing nothing comes, and nothing can return to 
nothing,” is everywhere assumed and has been frequently 
advanced, but never yet proved, for, indeed, it is impossible 


is simultaneous, it is true, with its effect, die depression in the cushion. 
“ But I, nevertheless, distinguish the two by the time relation of 
dynamical connection. For if I place the ball on the cushion, its pre^ 
viously smooth surface is followed by a depression, but if there is a 
depression in the cushion (1 know not w^hence) a leaden ball does 
not follow from it.*’ 
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to prove it dogmatically. Here the only possible proof for 
it, the critical proof, is given: the principle of permanence 
is a necessary condition of experience. The same argument 
establishes the principle of sufficient reason, and the prin¬ 
ciple of the community of substances, together with the 
unity of the world to be inferred from this. The three 
Analogies together assert: “ All phenomena exist in one 
nature and must so exist, because without such a unity 
a priori no unity of experience, and therefore no determina¬ 
tion of objects in experience, would be possible.’*—In con¬ 
nection with ithe Postulates the same transcendental proof 
is given for a series of other laws of nature a priori, viz., 
that in the course of the chaniges in the world—for the causal 
princij)le holds only for effects in nature, not for the exist¬ 
ence of things as substances—there can be neither blind 
chance nor a blind necessity (but only a conditional, hence 
an intelligible, necessity) : and, further, that in the series 
of phenomena, there can be neither leap, nor gap, nor break, 
and hence no void —in nnindo non datur casus, non datur 
fatiiiu, non datur salfits, non datur hiatus. 

While the dynamical principles have to do with the rela¬ 
tion of phenomenLU whether it be to one another (Analo- 
'gies), or to our faculty of cognition (Postulates), the 
mathematical relate to the quantity of intuitions and sen¬ 
sations, and furnish the basis for the application of mathe¬ 
matics to natural sc.jence.* An extensive quantity is one in 
which the representation of the parts makes the representa¬ 
tion of the whole possible, and so precedes it. I cannoL 
rc])rescnt a line without drawing it in thought, i.c„ with- 


* Iq each particular science of nature, science proper apoclicti- 

cally certain science) is found only to the extent in which mathematics 
can be applied therein. For this reason chemistry can never be any¬ 
thing more than a systematic art or experimental doctrine; and 
psychology not even this, but only a natural history of the inner sense 
or natural description of the soul. Tliat which Kant’s Metaphysical 
ElcJrjciJts of Natural Science, 1786—in four chapters, Phoronomy, 
Dynamics, Mechanics, and Phenomenology—advances as pure physics 
or the mctapliysics of corporeal nature, is a doctrine of motion. The 
fund:uuental determination of matter (of a somewhat which is to be 
the object of the external senses) is motion, for it is only through 
motion tliat these senses can be affected, and the understanding itself 
reduces all other predicates of matter to this. The second and most 
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out producing' all i>arts of it one after the other, starting 
from a point. All phenomena are intuited as aggregates 
or as collections of previously given parts. 'Fhat which 
geometry asserts of pure intuition (i.e,, the infinite divisi¬ 
bility of lines) holds also of empirical intuition. An inten¬ 
sive quantity is one which is apprehended only as unity, 
and in which plurality can be represented only by ap]>roxi- 
mation to negation = o. Every sensation, consequently 
every reality in phenomena, has a degree, which, however 
small it may be, is never the smallest, but can always be 
still more diminished; and between reality and negation 
there exists a continuous connection of possible smaller 
intermediate-sensations, or an infinite series of ever decreas¬ 
ing degrees. The property of quantities, according to 
whicli no part in them is the smallest possible part, and no 
jiart is simple, is termed their continuity. All plienomena 
are continuous quantities, ?.r., all their .parts are in turn 
(further divisible) quantities. Hence it follows, first, that a 
]>roof for an em»pty space or empty time can never be drawn 
from exj)eriencc, and secondly, that all change is also con¬ 
tinuous. ‘it is remarkable,” so Kant ends his proof of the 
Anticipation, “that of quantities in general we can know 
one quality only priori, namely, their continuity, while with 
regard to (|uality (the real of phenomena) nothing is known 
to us a priori but their intensive quantity, that is, that they 
must have a degree. Kverylhing else is left to experience." 

The outcome of tlie Analytic of Principles sounds bold 
enough. The nuderstauding is the lawg^ivcr of nature : ‘it 
does not draw its laws a priori from nature, hut prescribes 
them to it": the priiici])]es of the pure understanding are 

valuable part of the work defines matter as the movable, tliat which 
fills space by its moving force, and recognizes two original forces, 
repulsive, expansive superficial force or force of contact, by which a 
body resists the entrance of other bodies into its ow^n space, and 
attractive, penetrative force or the force which works at a distance, 
in virtue of which all particles of matter aittract one another. In order 
to a determinate filling of space the co-operation of lx>th fundamental 
forces is required. In opposition to the mechanical theory of the 
atomists, which explains forces from matter and makes them inhere 
in it, Kant holds fast to the dynamical view which he had early 
adopted ^(cf. p. 324), according to which forces are the primary factor 
and matter is constituted by them. 
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the most universal laws of nature, the em^wrical laws of 
nature only jxirticular determinations of these. All order 
and regularity take their origin in the spirit, and are put 
into objects by this. Universal and necessary knowledge 
remained inexplicable so long as it was assumed that the 
understanding nni.st conform itself to objects; it is at 
once explained if, conversely, we make objects conform 
themselves to the understanding. 'Fliis is a reversal of 
philo.sophical opinion which may jnstly he compared to the 
Copernican revolution in astronomy: it is just as paradox¬ 
ical as tlie latter, bni just as iTicontestably true, and just as 
rich in results. The serjuel will show that, this strangely 
sounding princijde, that things confonn themselves to our 
representations and the laws of nature arc dependent on 
tJie understanding, is calculated to m:\kc us humble rather 
than proud. Our understanding is lawgiver within the 
limits of its knowledge, no doubt, but il knows only within 
the limits of its legislative authority; nature, to which it 
dictates laws, i.s nothing hut a totality of ]>henomena: be- 
yond the limits of the phenomenal, where its commands 
l'>ecome of no effect, its wishes also find no hearing. 

In the .second edition the Analytic of !Vinci])les contains 
as a su]>plement a “ Kefutation of Idealism." which, in 
opposition to Descartes’s position that the only immediate 
experience is inner experience, from which we reach oiite’* 
experience by inference alone, argues that, conversely, it is 
only through outer experience, w’hieh is immediate experi¬ 
ence proper, that inner experience—as the consciousness 
of my owm existence in time—is possible. For all time 
determination presupposes something permanent in percep¬ 
tion, and this permanent something cannot be in me (the 
mere rq)resentation of an external thing), Init only actually 
existing things which I perceive without me. There is, 
further, a chapter on the “ Ground of the Distinction of all 
Objects in general into Phenomena and Noumena,*’ with an 
appendix on the Amphiboly ( ambiguity) of the Concepts of 
Reflection. The latter shows that the concept's of compar¬ 
ison : identity and difference, agreement and opposition, the 
internal and the external, matter and form, acquire .entirely 
different meanings w^hen they relate to phenomena and to 
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things in themselves (in other words, t(j things in their rela¬ 
tion to the sensibility, and in relation to the understanding 
merely) ; and further, in a criticism of the philosophy of 
Leibnitz, reproaches him with having intellectualized 
phenomena, while Locke is said to have sensationalized the 
concepts of the understanding. 

The chapter on the distinction between phenomena and 
noumena very much lessens the hopes, aroused, perchance, 
by the establishment of the non-empirical origin of the cat¬ 
egories, for an application of these not confined to any ex¬ 
perience. Although the categories, that is, are in their 
origin entirely independent of all experience (so much so 
that they first make experience possible), they are yet con¬ 
fined in their application within the bounds of possible ex¬ 
perience. They ‘‘ serve only to spell phenomena, that we 
may be able to read them as experience/' and when applied 
to things in themselves lose all significance.* Similarly the 
principles which sj^ring from them are “ nothing more than 
principles of possible experience," and can be referred to 
phenomena alone, beyond wdiich they are arbitrary combina¬ 
tions without objective reality. Things in themselves may 
be thought, but they can never be known; for knowledge, 
besides the empty thought of an object, implies intuitions 
which must be subsumed under it or by which the object 
must he determined. In themselves the pure concepts relate 
to all that is thinkable, not merely to that which can be 
experienced, but tlie schemata, which assures their applica¬ 
bility in the field of experience, at the same time limit 
them to (his sphere. The schematism makes the immanent 
use of the categories, and thus a metaphysics of phenomena, 


* ** A pure use of the categories is no doubt possible, that is, noi 
self-contradictory, hut it has no kind of objective validity, because it 
refers to no intuition to which it is meant to impart tlie unity of an 
object. The categories remain forever mere functions of thought by 
which no object can be given to me, but by which I can only think 
whatever may be given to me in intuition ” (Critmuc of Pure Reason, 
Max Muller’s translation, vol. ii. p. 220. Without the condition of 
sensuous intuition, for which they supply the synthesis^ the categories 
have no relation to any definite object; for without this condition 
they contain nothing but the logical function, or the form of the 
concept, by means of which alone notliing can be known and dis¬ 
tinguished as to any object belonging to it {Ibid., pp. 213, 214). 

24 
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possible, but the transcendent use of them, and conse¬ 
quently the metapliysics of the suprasensihle, impossible. 
The case would be difTerent if our intuition were intellectual 
instead of sciisiio-i>, or, wliich is the same thinii^, if our 
understanding wc’'c intuitive instead of discursive; th.en 
the objects which we think would not need to ])e ^iven us 
from another source (ihrough sensuous intuition), but would 
be themselves produced in the act by which we thous’ht 
them. The divine spirit may he such an archetypal, cre¬ 
ative understandin^r (intcllcciits arclicfypus), which gene¬ 
rates objects by its thought; the human spirit is not such, 
and therefore is confined, with its knowledge, within the 
circle of possible perception.—The conception of “ inUdlec- 
tiial intuition ” leads to a distinction in regard to things in 
themselves: in its negative meaning noumenon denotes a 
thing in so far as it is not the object of our sensuous intui¬ 
tion, in its positive meaning a thing which is the object of 
a non-scnsiiOHs intuition, h'he positive thing in itself is a 
problematical concept; its possibility depends on the exist¬ 
ence of an intuitive understanding, something about whicl: 
we are ignorant. 1die negative thing in itself cannot be 
known, indeed, but it can he thought; and the re])resenta- 
tion of it is a possible concept, one which is not self-contra¬ 
dictory* (a principle which is of great importance for 
practical philosophy). Still further, it is an indisi)ensable 
concept, which shows that the boundary where our intui¬ 
tion ends is not the boundary of the thinkable as Avell; and 
even if it affords no positive extension of knowledgef it is, 
nevertheless, very useful, since it sets bounds to the use of 

* The thing in itself denotes the o’ojcct in so far as it can be thougiit 
by us, but not intuited, and consequently not detenuinod l^y intuitions, 
/.c., cannot be known. It is only through the schematism, that the 
categories are limited to pheriorncna. O. Licbmarni (KuUt r^nd die 
Epi^oncrij p. 27, and passim) overl(x>ks or ignores thi.s when he says: 
Kant here allows himself to “ recognize an object emancipated from 
the forms of knowledge, therefore an irrational object, /.c.. to represent 
sotuething wliich is not rer^resentable—wooden iron.” 'fhe thing in 
itself is insensiole, but not irrational, and the forms of intuition and 
forms of tJiought joined by Liebmann under the title forms of knowl¬ 
edge have in Kant a by no means equal rank. 

t A category l)y iteelf, freed from all conditions of intuition (e.g., 
the representation of a substance which is thought without pcrinaiicnce 
in time, or of a cause which should not act in time), can yield no 
definite concept of an object. 
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the 11 rider standing, and thus, as it were, ne.^atively extends 
our knowledge. That which lies beyond the briundary, tlie 
‘‘how are they possible” {WicmdglicJikcit) of things in 
themselves is shrouded in darkness, but the Ixuindary 
itself, i.c., the “ thai. they are possible” {DassmogVchkeit), 
of thimji's in themselves, and the imknowahleness of their 
nature, belongs to that which is within the lioundary and 
lies in the light. In this way Kant believed that the cate¬ 
gories of causality and substance might be applied to the 
relation of things in Ihemselves to phenomena without 
offending against the prohibition of their transcendent use, 
since here the boundary appeared only to be touched, and 
not overstepped. 

Though the concepts of the understanding possess a 
cognitive value in the sphere of idieno-mcna alone, the hope 
still remains of gaining an entrance into the suprasensible 
s])herc through tlie concepts of reason. It is induhitahle 
that our spirit is conscious of a far higher need than that 
for the mere connection of phenomena into experience: 
it is that which cannot be experienced, the Ideas God, 
freedom, and imn.orkality, which form the real end of its 
inquiry. Can this need be .satisfied, and how? Can this 
end be attained, and reality be given to the Ideas? This is 
the third question of the Critique of Treason. 

(c) The Reason’s Ideas of the Unconditioned (Trans¬ 
cendental Dialectic). —All our knowledge begins with the 
senses, j^roceeds thence to the understanding, and ends with 
rea.son.” The understiinding is the faculty of rules, reason 
the faculty of principles. The categories of the under¬ 
standing are nece^ssary concepts which make experience 
possible, and which, therefore, can always be given in expe¬ 
rience; the Ideas of reason are necessary concepts to wliich 
no corres]>onding object am be given. Each of the Ideas 
gives expression to an unconditioned. How docs the con¬ 
cept of the unconditioned arise, and what service does it 
perfomi for knowledge? 

As perceptions are connected by the categories in the 
unity of the understanding, and thus are elevated into expe¬ 
rience, so the manifold knowdedge of experience needs a 
higher unity, the unity of reason, in order to form a con- 
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nected system. This is supiplied to it hy the Ideas—which, 
consequently, do not relal-e directly to the objects of intui¬ 
tion, but only to the understanding and il^s judgments—in 
order, through the concept of the unconditioned, to give 
ctnnpletion to the knowledge of the understanding, which 
always moves in tlie sphere of the conditioned, to give 
it the greatest possible unity together with the greatest 
possible extension. The concept of the absolute grow'S out 
of the logical task which is incumbent on reason, i.c., in¬ 
ference, and it may be best explained from this as a starting 
point. In the syllogism the judgment asserted in the con^ 
elusion is derived from a general rule, the major premise. 
The validity of this general proposition is, however, itself 
conditional, dependent on higher conditions. Then, as 
reason seeks the condition for each conditioned moment, 
and always commands a further advance in the series of con¬ 
ditions, it acts under the Idea of the totality of conditions, 
which, nevertheless, since it can never be given in experience, 
does not denote an o]>ject, but only an heuristic maxim for 
knowledge, the maxim, namely, never to stop with any one 
condition as ultimate, but always to continue the search 
further. The Idea of the unconditioned or of the complete¬ 
ness of conditions is a goal which we never attain, but 
w'hich Ave are continually to approach. The categories and 
the principles of the understanding were constitutive prin¬ 
ciples, the Ideas are regulative merely; their function is to 
guide the understanding, to give it a direction helpful for 
the connection of knowledge, not to inform it concerning 
the actual character of things. 

Since reason is the faculty of inference (as the under¬ 
standing was found to be the faculty of judgment), the 
forms of the syllogism perform the same service for us in 
our search for the Ideas as the forms of judgment in the 
discovery of the categories. To the categorical, hypothet¬ 
ical, and disjunctive syllogisms correspond the three con¬ 
cepts of reason, the soul or the thinking subject, the world 
or the totality of phenomena, and God, the original being 
or the supreme condition of the possibility of all that can 
be thought. By means of these we refer all inner pheno- 
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mena to the ego as their (unknown) comrnon subject, think 
all beings and events in nature as ordered under the com- 
.prehcnsive system of the (never to be exi)erienccd) universe, 
and regard all things as the work of a supreme ( unknow¬ 
able) intelligence. These Ideas are necessary concepts; not 
accidental products nor mere fancies, but concepts sprung 
from the nature of reason; their use is legitimate so long as 
we rememiber that we can have a problematical concept of 
objects corresponding to them, but no knowledge of these; 
that they are problems and rules for knowledge, never 
objects and instruments of it. Nevertheless the temptation 
to regard these regulative principles as constitutive and 
these problems as knowable objects is almost irresistible: 
for the ground of the involuntary confusion of the required 
wdth the given absolute lies not so much in the carelessness 
of the individual as in the nature of our cognitive faculty. 
The Ideas carry with them an unavoidable illusion of objec¬ 
tive reality, and the sophistical inferences which spring 
from them are not sophistications of men, but of pure reason 
itself, are natural misunderstandings from which even the 
wisest cannot free himself. At best we can succeed in¬ 
avoiding the error, not in doing away with the transcen¬ 
dental illusion from which it proceeds. We can see through 
the illusion and avoid the erroneous conclusions built upon 
it, not shake off the illusion itself. 

On this erroneous abjective use of the Ideas three so- 
called sciences are based: speculative psychology, specula¬ 
tive cosmology, and speculative theology, which, together 
with ontology, constitute the stately structure of th.c 
(Wolffian) metaphysics. The Critique of Reason com¬ 
pletes its work of destruction when, as Dialectic (Logic of 
Illusion), it follows the refutation of dogmatic ontolog}^— 
developed in the Analytic—which believed that it knew 
things in themselves through the concepts of the under¬ 
standing, with a refutation of rational psychology, rational 
.cosmology, and rational theology. It shows that the first 
is founded on paralogisms, and the second entangled in 
irreconcilable contradictions, while the third makes vain 
, efforts to prove the existence of the Supreme Being. 
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( 1 ) The Paralogisms of Rational Psychology, The trans¬ 
cendental self-consciousness or pure ego which accompanies 
and connects all my representations, the subject of all judg¬ 
ments which I form, is, as the Analytic recognized, the pre¬ 
supposition of all know ing (pp. 358 — 359 ), but as such it can 
never become an object of knowledge. We must not make a 
given object out of the subject which never can 'be a predi¬ 
cate, nor substitute a real thinking substance for the logical 
subject of thought, nor revamp the unity of se.lf-conscious- 
ness into the siniplicity and identical personality of the 
soul. The rational psychology of the Wolfban school is 
guilty of this error, and whatever of proof it advances for the 
substantiality, simplicity, and ])ersonalitv of the soul, and, 
'by way of deduction, for its immateriality and immor¬ 
tality as well as for its relation to the body, is based tipon 
this substitution, this ambiguity of the middle term, and 
therefore upon a quaternio tenninonim ,—all its conclu¬ 
sions are fallacious. It is allowable and unavoidable to add 
in thought an absolute subject, the unity of the ego, tt^ 
inner phenomena;* it is inadmissible to treat the Idea of 
the soul as a knowable thing. In order to 1)C able to applv 
the category of substance to ii-, we would have to lay hold 
of a permanent in intuition such as cannot be found in the 
inner sense. Empirical psycholcngy, then, alone remains for 
the extension of our knowledge of mental life, while rational 
psychology shrivels up from a doctrine into a mere disci¬ 
pline, which watches that the limits of ex|>erience arc not 
overstepped. But even as a mere limiting determination 
it has great value. For, along with the hope of proving the 
immateriality and immortality of the soul, the fear of see¬ 
ing them disproved is also dissipated; materialism is just 
as unfounded as spiritualism, and if the conclusions of the 
latter concerning the soul as a simple, immaterial substance 
which survives the death of the body, cannot be proved, yet 

* The rational concept of the soul as a simple, independent intelli¬ 
gence does not signify an actual being, but only expresses certain 
principles of systematic unity in the explanation of psychical pheno¬ 
mena, viz., “To regard all determinations as existing in one subject, 
all powers, as far as possible, as derived from one fundamental power, 
all change as belonging to the states of one and the same permanent 
being, and to represent all phenomena in space as totally distinct from 
acts of thought.” 
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we need not, for that reason, regard >theni as erroneous, for 
the o])])osite is as little susceptible of demonstration. The 
■whole question beloii'^s not in the forum of knowledge, but 
in the forum of faith, and that which we gain by the proof 
that nothing can be detemiined concerning it by theoretical 
reasoning (viz., assurance against materialistic objections) 
is far more valuable than what wre lose. 

(2) The Antinomies oj Rational Cosmology. If in its 
endeavor to spin metaphysical knowledge concerning the 
nature of the spirit and the existence of the soul after 
death out of the coneq^t of the thinking ego the reason 
falls into the snare of an ambiguous terminus meciiiis, the 
difficulties which frustrate it^ attempts to use the Idea of 
the world in the extension of its knowledge a priori are of 
quite a different character. Here the formal correctness of 
the method of inference is not open to attack. It may be 
pro\'cd with absolute strictness (and in the apagogical 
or indirect form, from the impossibility of the contrar}0 
that the w’orld has a beginning in time, and also that 
it is limited in space; that e\^ery compound substance con¬ 
sists of simple parts; that, besides the causality according 
U) tlie laws of nature, there is a causality through freedom, 
and that an absolutely necessary Being exists, either as a part 
of the w’orld or as the cause of it. Rut the contrary may 
be ])roved w'ith equal stringency (and indirectly, as before) : 
The world is infinite in space and time; there is nothing 
simple in the world; there is no freedom, but everything in 
the w'orld takes place entirely according to the laws of na¬ 
ture ; and there exists no absolutely necessary Being either 
Avithin the w’orld or without it. I'his is the famous doctrine 
of the conflict of the four cosmological theses and antith¬ 
eses or of the Antinomy of Pure Reason, the discovery 
of wdiich indubitably exercised a determining influence 
upon the vvhole course of the Kantian Critique of Reason, 
and which forms one of its poles. The transcendental ideal¬ 
ism, the distinction betw^een phenomena and noumena, and 
the limitation of knowledge to phenomena, all receive sig¬ 
nificant confirmation from the Antithetic. Without the 
critical idealism (that which is intuited in space and time, 
and known through the categories, is merely the phenom- 
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enon of things, whose ‘'in itself’’ is unknowable), the an- 
tinoanies would be insoluble. How is reason to act in view 
of the conflict? The grounds for the antitheses are just as 
conclusive as those for the theses; on neither side is there 
a preponderance which could decide the result. Ought 
reason to agree with both parties or with neither? 

The solution distinguishes the first two antinomies^ as 
the mathematical, from the second two, as the dynamical 
antinomies; in the former, since it is a question of the 
composition and division of quanta, the conditions may be 
homogeneous with the conditioned, in the latter, hetero¬ 
geneous. In the former, thesis and antithesis are alike 
false, since both start from the inadmissible assumption 
that the universe (the complete series of pheimmena) is 
given, while in fact it is only required of us (is an Idea). 
The world does not exist in itself, but only in the empirical 
regress of phenomenal conditions, in which we never can 
reach infinity and never the limitation of the world by an 
empty space or an antecedent empty time, for infinite 
si>ace, like empty space (and the same holds in regard to 
time), is not perceivable. Consequently the quantity of the 
world is neither finite nor infinite. The question of tlie 
quantity of the world is unanswerable, because the concept 
of a sense-world existing by itself {before the regress) is 
self-contradictory. Similarly the problem whether the com¬ 
posite consists of simple elements is insoluble, because the 
assumption that the phenomenon of body is a thing in itself, 
which, antecedent to all experience, contains all the 
parts that can be reached in experience—in other words, 
that representations exist outside of the representative 
faculty—is absurd. Matter is infinitely divisible, no doubt, 
yet it does not consist of infinitely numerous parts, and 
just as little of a definite number of simple parts, but the 
parts exist merely in the representation of them, in the 
division (decomposition), and this goes as far as possible ex¬ 
perience extends. The case is different with the dynamical 
antinomies, where thesis and antithesis can both be true, in 
so far as the former is referred to things in themselves and 
the latter to phenomena. The contradiction vanishes if v.-e 
take that which the thesis asserts and the antithesis denies 
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in different senses. The fact tliat in the world of phenomena 
the causal nexus proceeds without interruption and with¬ 
out end, so that there is no room in it either for an absolutely 
necessary Being or for freedom, does not conflict with this 
other, that -beyond the world of sense there may exist an 
onimiX)tent, omniscient cause of the world, and an intelli¬ 
gible freedom as the ground of our empirically necessary 
actions. “May exist,” since for the critical philosopher, 
who has learned that every extension of knowledge heyov.d 
the limits of experience is impossible, the question can 
concern only the conceivability of the world-ground and of 
freedom. This possibility is amply sufficient to give a 
support for faith, as, on the other hand, it is indispensable in 
order to satisfy at once the demands of the understanding 
and of reason, especially to satisfy their practical interests. 
For if it were not possible to resolve the apparent contra¬ 
diction, and to show its members capable of reconciliation, 
it would be all over either with the j)Ossibility of experi¬ 
ential knowledge or with the basis of ethics and religion. 
Without unbroken causal connection, no nature; without 
freedom, no morality; and without a Deity, no religion. Of 
special interest is the solution of the third antinomy, w’hich 
is accomplished by means of the valuable (though in the 
form in which it is given by Kant, untenable) conception of 
the intelligible character* Man is a citizen of two worlds. 
As a ibeing of the senses (phenomenon) he is subject in h‘s 
volition and action to the control of natural necessity, 
while as a being of reason (thing in itself) he is free. For 
science his acts are the inevitable results of precedent 
phenomena, which, in turn, are themselves empiricallv 
caused; nevertheless moral judgment holds him responsible 
for his acts. In the one case, they are referred to his em¬ 
pirical character, in the other, to his intelligible character. 
Man cannot act otherwise than he does act, if he be what 
he is, but he need not be as he is; the moral constitution of 
the intelligible character, which reflects itself in tlie einpir- 

*On the difficulties in the way of this theory and the possibility 
of their removal cf. R. Falckenbcrg, Ueber dm ifUcllisiblen Charactcf, 
zitr KrUif{ der Kantischen Freiheitdehre (from the Zcitschrift jiir 
Vhilosophie, vol. Ixxv.), Halle, 1879. 
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ical character, is his own work, and its radical transfor¬ 
mation (moral regeneration) his duty, the fulfillment of 
which is demanded, and, hence, of necessity possible. 

(3) St^ccidativc Theology. The principle of complete 
determination, accurdiin^ to which of all the possible 
predicates of things, as compared with tlieir opposites, one 
must belong to each thing, relates the thing to be deter¬ 
mined to ib.c sum of all possible predicates or the Idea 
of an ens realissinnun, which, since it is the representation 
of a single being, may be called the Ideal of pure reason. 
From ibis j^rototype things, as its imperfect copies, derive 
the material of tlicir jiussiliility; all their manifold deter¬ 
minations are simply so many modes of limiting the concqit 
of the highest reality, which is tr.eir common sirbstratum, 
just as all figures arc possible only as different ways of 
limiting infinite space. Or better: the derivative beings 
are not related to the ideal of the original J:>eing as limita¬ 
tions to the sum of the highest, reality (on which view the 
Supreme Being would be conceived as an aggregate coiisi.st- 
ing of the derivative beings, wliereas these presuppose it, 
and hence cannot constitute it), but as consequences to 
a ground. But reason does not remain content with this 
entirely legitimate thought of the dependence of finite 
things on the ideal of the Being of all beings, as a relation of 
concepts to the Idea, but, dazzled by an irrcsistilde illuiiv.in, 
proceeds to realize, to hypostatize, and to i^ersonify this 
ideal, and, since she herself is dimly conscious of the ille¬ 
gitimacy of sucii a transformation of tlie mere Idea into a 
given oh'ject, devises arguments for the existence of God. 
Reason, moreover, would scarcely be induced to regard 
a mere creation of its thought as a real being, if It 
were not c(.>mpelled from another direction to seek a 
resting place somewhere in the regress of conditions, and 
to think tlic empirical reality of tlie contingent world as 
founded UT)On the rock of something absolutely necessar}'. 
There is no being, however, which appears more fit for the 
prerogative of absolute necessity than that one the concept 
of which contains the therefore to every wherefore, and is 
in no respect defective; in other words, rational theology 
joins the rational ideal of the most perfect Being with tl.‘e 
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fourth cosmological Idea of the absolutely necessary 
Being. 

The proof of the existence of Cod may be attempted in 
three ways: we may argue the existence of a supreme cause 
either by starting from a definite experience (tlie special 
constitution and order of the sense-w’orld, that is, its pur- 
posivencss), or from an indefinite experience (any existence 
whatever), or, finall}’, abstracting from all experience, from 
mere concepts a priori. But neither the empirical nor the 
transcendent nor the intemiediate line of thought leads 
to the igoal. The most impressive and ])opular of the 
proofs is the physico-thrological argument. But even if we 
gratuitously admit tlic analogy of natural products vvitli 
the works of human art (for the argument is not able to 
prove that the purposive arrangement of the things in the 
world, which we observe with admiration, is contingent, 
and could only ha\*e been produced by an ordering, rational 
principle, not self-produced by their own nature according 
to general mechanical laws), this can yield an inference only 
to an intelligent author of tlie purposive form of ilie world, 
and not to an author of its matter, only, therefore, to a 
world-arcliilect, not to a world-creator. P'urther, since the 
cause must be proportionate to the effect, this argument can 
]>rovc only a very wise and wonderfully powerful, but not 
an omniscient and omnipotent, designer, and so cannot give 
any definite concept of the supreme cause of the world. 
In leaping from tlie contingency of the purposive order of 
the world to the existence of something absolutely neces¬ 
sary and thence to an all-comprehensive reality, the teleo¬ 
logical argument abandons the ground of experience and 
passes over into the cosmological argument, wliich in its turn 
is merely a concealed ontological argument (these two differ 
only in the fact that the cosmological proof argues from 
the antecedently given absolute necessity of a being to its 
unlimited reality, and the ontological, conversely, from 
supreme reality to necessary existence). The weaknesses 
of the cosmological argument in its first half consist in the 
fact that, in the inference from the contingent to a cause for 
it, it oversteps the boundary of the sense-world, and, in the 
inference from the impossibility of an infinite series of 
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conditions to a first cause, it employs the subjective prin¬ 
ciple of investigation—to assume hypothetically a necessary 
ultimate ground in behalf of the systematic unity of knowl¬ 
edge—^as an objective principle applying to things in them¬ 
selves. The ontological argument, finally, which the two 
nominally empirical arguments hoped to avoid, but in which 
in the end they were forced to take refuge, goes to wreck on 
the impossibility of dragging out of an idea the existence 
of the object corresponding to it. Existence denotes 
nothing further than the position of the subject with all 
the marks which are thought in its concepts—that is, its 
relation to our knowledge, but does not itself belong to 
the predicates of the concept, and hence cannot be analyt¬ 
ically derived from the latter. The content of the concept 
is not enriched by the additiion of being; a hundred real 
dollars do not contain a penny more than a hundred con¬ 
ceived dollars. All existential propositions are synthetic; 
hence the existence of God cannot be demonstrated from 
the concept of God. It is a contradiction, to be sure, to 
say that God is not almighty, just as it is a contradiction 
to deny that a triangle has three angles: if I posit the con¬ 
cept I must not remove the predicate which necessarily 
belongs to it. If I remove the subject, however, together 
with its predicate (the almighty God is not), no contradic¬ 
tion arises, for in that case nothing remains to be con¬ 
tradicted. 

Thus all the proofs for the existence of a necessaiy being 
are shown to be illusory, and the basis of speculative theology 
uncertain. Nevertheless the idea of God retains its validity, 
and the perception of the inability of reason to demonstrate 
its objective reality on theoretical grounds has great value. 
For though the existence of God cannot be proved, it is 
tnie, by way of recompense, that it cannot be disproved; 
the same grounds which show us that the assertion of his 
existence is based on a weak foundation suffice also to 
prove every contrary assertion unfounded. And should 
practical motives present themselves to turn the scale in 
favor of the assumption of a supreme and all-sufficient 
Being, reason would be obliged to take sides and to follow 
these grounds, which, it is true, are not objectively suffi- 
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cient,’** but still preponderant, and than which we know none 
better. After, however, the objective reality of the idea of 
God is Jguaranteed from the standpoint of ethics, there re¬ 
mains for transcendental theology the important negative 
duty (‘'censorship,** Censur) of exactly determining the con¬ 
cept of the most perfect Being (as a being which through 
understanding and freedom contains the first ground of 
all other things), of removimg from it all impure elements, 
and of putting an end to all opposite assertions, whether 
atheistic, deistic (deism maintains the possibility of knowing 
the existence of an original being, but declares all further 
determination of this being impossible), or (in the dogmatic 
sense) anthropomoq^hic. Theism is entirely possible apart 
from a mistaken anthropomoq>hism. in so far as through 
the predicates which we take from inner experience 
(understanding and wdll) we do not determine the concept 
of God as he is in himself, but only analogically ,in his 
relation to the world. That concept serv^cs only to aid 
us in our contemplation of the w^orld,$ not as a means 
of knowing the Supreme Being himself. For speculative 
purposes it remains a mere ideal, yet a perfectly faultless 
one, wdiich completes and crowns the whole of human 
knowledge. 

Thus the value of the Ideas is twofold. By showing the 
untenableness of atheism, fatalism, and naturalism, they 
clear the w^ay for the objects of faith. By providing nat¬ 
ural science with tlie standpoint of a systematical unity 

• “They need favor to supply their lack of legitimate claims.” Of 
themselves alone, therefore, they arc unable to yield any theological 
knowledge, hut they are fitted to prepare the understanding for it, 
and to give emphasis to other possible (moral) proofs. 

t We halt at die boundary of the legitimate use of reason, without 
ovcrstqjping it, when w'e limit our judgment to tlic relation of the 
world to the Supreme Being, and in this allow ourselves symbolical 
anthropomorphism only, which in reality has reference to our language 
alone and not to the object. 

t “ We arc compelled to on the world as if it were the work 
of a supreme intelligence and will.” “We may confidently derive 
the phenomena of the world and their existence from other (phe¬ 
nomena), as if no necessary being existed, and yet unceasingly strive 
after completeness in the derivation, as though such a being were 
presupposed as a supreme ground.” In short, physical (mechanical) 
explanation, and a theistic point of view or teleological judgment. 
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through teleological connection, they make an extension of 
the use of the understanding possible within the realm of 
experience,* though not beyond it. The systematic devel¬ 
opment of the Kantian teleology, which is here indicated in 
general outlines only, is found in the second part of the 
Critique of Judgment; while the practical philosophy, which 
furnishes the only possible proof, the moral proof, for the 
reality of the Ideas, erects on the site left free by the 
removal of the airy summer-houses of dogmatic metaphysics 
the solid mansion of critical metaphysics, that is, the meta¬ 
physics of duties and of hopes. “I was obliged to destroy 
knowledge in order to make room for faith.” dhe transition 
from the impossible theoretical or speculative knowledge of 
things in themselves to the possible ‘‘ practical knowledge ’’ 
of them (the belief that there is a God and a future world) 
is given in the Doetrine of Method, which is divided into 
four parts (the Discipline, llie C^anon, the Architectonic, and 
the History of Pure Reason), in its second chapter. There, 
in the ideal of the Suniiriuin Bouhw, the proof is brouight 
forward for the validity of the Ideas God, freedom, and 
immortality, as jDOstulates inseparable from moral obliga¬ 
tion; and by a cautious investigation of the.» three stages of 
assent (opinion, knowledge, aiidc belief) both doctrinal and 
moral belief are assigned their places in the systan of the 
kinds of Icnowicdgc. 

\^"e may now sum up the results of the three parts of 
Kant’s theoretical philosophy. The pure intuitions, the 
categories, and the Ideas are functions of Die spirit, and 
afford non-cmpiricai (erfahrinu/sjreic) knowledge concern¬ 
ing the objects of possible experience (and concerning tlie 
possibility of knowledge). The first make universal and 
necessary knowledge jwssible in relation to the forms under 
which objects can be given to us; the second make a sim¬ 
ilarly apodictic knowledge possible in relation to the forms 
under which plienomena must be thought; the third make 
possible a judgment of phenomena differing from this 

* The principle to regard all order in the world (e.g., the shape of 
the earth, mountains, and seas, the memibers of .animal bodies) as if 
it proceeded from the design of a supreme reason leads the investigator 
on to various discoveries. 



THE CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE 


3S3 


knowledge, yet not in conflict with it. The categories and 
the Ideas, moreover, yield problematical concepts of objects 
w’hich are not given to us in intuition, but wliich may exist 
outside of space and time: things in themselves cannot be 
known, it is true, but they can be thought, a fact of impor¬ 
tance in casie we should be assured of their existence in 
some other way than by sensuous intuition. 

The determination of the limits of speculative reason 
is finished. All knowing and all demonstration is limited 
to jdienomena or possible experience. But the boundary 
of that which can be ex])erienced is not the boundary of 
that w'hich is, still less of that which ought to be; the 
boundary of theoretical reason is not the boundary of 
]>ractical reason. We ought to act morally; in order to be 
aide to do this we must ascribe to ourselves the power to 
initiate a series of events; and, in general, we arc warranted 
in assuming everything the non-assumption of Vvdiich 
makes moral action impossible. If we were merely theo¬ 
retical, merely experiential beings, we should lack all 
occasion to suppose a second, intelligible world behind and 
above the world of phenomena; but we arc volitional and 
active beings under laws of reason, and though we are 
unable to know things in themselves, }'ct we may and 
must postulate them—our freedom, God, and immortality. 
For not only that which is a condition of exj>erience is true 
and necessary, but that, also, which is a condition of 
morality. The discovery of the laws and conditions of 
morality is the mission of practical philosophy. 

2. Tlieory of Ethics. 

The investigation now turns from the laws of nature, 
which express a "must,'’ to the laws of will, in which an 
^'ouglit” is expressed, and by which certain actions are not 
compelled, but prescribed. (If we were merely rational, 
and not at the same time sensuous beings, the moral law 
would deteniiine the will in the form of a natural law; 
since, however, the constant possibility of deviation is given 
in the sensibility, or, rather, the moral standpoint can only 
be attained by conquering the sensuous impulses, therefore 
the moral law speaks to us in the form of an "ought," of 
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an imperative.) Among the laws of the will or imperatives, 
also, there are some which possess the character of aibsolute 
necessity and universality, and which, consequently, are 
a priori. As the understanding dictates laws to the phe¬ 
nomenal w’orld, so practical reason gives a law to itself, 
is autonomous: and as the a priori law^s of nature relate only 
to the form of the objects of experience, so the moral 
law determines not the content, but only the form of 
volition: “Act only on that maxim whereby thou canst 
at tile same time will that it should become a universal 
law.” The law of practical reason is a “categorical 
inoperative.” What does this designation mean, and what 
is the basis of the formula of the moral law which has 
just been given? 

Practical principles are either subjectively valid, in which 
case they are termed maxims (volitional principles of the 
individual), or objectively valid, when they are called im¬ 
peratives or precepts. The latter are either valid under 
certain conditions (If you wish to become a clergyman 
you must study theology; he who w^ould prosper as a mcr- 
cliant must not cheat his customers), or unconditionally 
valid (Thou shalt not lie). All prudential or technical 
rules are hypotiietical imperatives, the moral law' is a cate¬ 
gorical imperative. Tlie injunction to be truthful is not 
connected wdth the condition that we intend to act morally, 
but this general purpose, together with all the special pur¬ 
poses belonging to it, to avoid lying, etc., is demanded 
unconditionally and of everyone—as surely as we are 
rational beings we are under moral obligation, not in order 
to reputation here below and happiness above, but witliout 
all “ifs” and “in order to's.” Thou shalt unconditionally, 
whatever l>e the outcome. And as the mt)ral law is inde¬ 
pendent of every end to be attained, so it suffers neither 
increase nor diminution in its binding force, whether men 
obey it or not. It lias absolute authority, no matter 
whether it is fulfilled frequently or seldom, nay, whether it 
is fulfilled anywhere or at any time whatsoever in the world! 

There is an important difTerence betw^een the good which 
we are under obligation to do and the evil which we are 
under obligation not to do, and the goods and ills w'hich 
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we seek and avoid. Tlie goods are always relatively good 
only, good for something —^as means to ends—and a bad use 
can be made of all that nature and fortune give us as well 
as a good one. That which duty commands is an end in 
itself, in itself good, absolutely worthful, and no misuse of 
it is possible. It might be supposed that pleasure, that 
happiness is an ultimate end. But men have very different 
opinions in regard to what is pleasant, one holding one 
thing pleasurable and another another. It is impossible 
to discover by empirical methods what duty demands of all 
men alike and under all circumstances; the appeal is to our 
reason, not to our sensibility. If happiness were the end 
of nitional beings, then nature had endow^ed us but poorly 
for it, since instead of an unfailing instinct she has given us 
the weak and deceitful reason as a guide, which, with its 
train, culture, science, art, and luxury, has brought more 
trouble than satisfaction to mankind. Man has a destiny 
other than well-being, and a higher one—the formation of 
good dispositions: here we have the only thing in the 
whole world that can never be used for evil, the only thing 
that does not borrow its value from a higher end, but itself 
originally and inalienably contains it, and that gives value 
to all else that merits esteem. '‘Nothing can possibly be 
conceived in the world, or even out of it, which can be 
called good without qualification, except a good zoilU* Un¬ 
derstanding, courage, moderation, and whatever other 
mental gifts or praiseworthy qualities of temperament may 
be cited, as also the gifts of fortune, “are undoubtedly 
good and desirable in many respects, but they may also 
become extremely evil and mischievous, if the will which 
is to make use of them is not good.” These are the classic 
words with which Kant commences the Foundation of the 
Metaphysics of Ethics, 

When does the wdll deserve the predicate “good”? Let 
us listen to the popular moral consciousness, which distin¬ 
guishes three grades of moral recognition. He w'ho refrains 
from Oiat which is contrary to duty, no matter from what 
motives—^as, for example, the shopkeeper who does not cheat 
because he knows that honesty is the best policy—^receives 
moderate praise for irreproachable outward behavior. We 
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bestow warmer praise and encouragement on him vvlioiii 
ambition impels to industry, kind feeling to beneficence, 
and pity to render assistance. But he alone earns our 
esteem who does his duty for duty’s sake. Only in this 
third case, where not merely the external action, nor 
merely the impulse of a happy disposition, but tlie will 
itself, the maxim, is in hannony with the moral law, where 
the good is done for the sake of the good, do we find true 
morality, that unconditioned, self-grounded worth. The 
man who docs that which is in accordance with duty out of 
reflection on its advantages, and lie who does it from 
immediate—always unreliable—inclination, acts legally ; 
he alone acts morally who, without listening tx) advantage 
and inclination, takes up the law into his disposition, and 
does his duty because it is duty. The sole moral motive 
is the consciousness of duty, respect for the moral Icnv.^ 
Here Kant is threatened by a danger which he does not 
succeed in escaping. The moral law demands perfect 
purity in our maxims; only the idea of duty, not an inclina¬ 
tion, is to determine the will. Ouite right. Further, the 
one judging is himself never absolutely certain, even when 
his own volition is concerned, that no motives of pleasure 
have mingled with tlic feeling of duty in contributing to the 
right action, unless that which was morally demanded has 
been contrary to all his inclinations. When a person who is 
not in need and who is free from cupidity leaves the money¬ 
box intrusted to his care untouched, or when a man who 
loves life overcomes thoughts of suicide, I nray assume 
that the former was sufficiently protected against the tempta¬ 
tion by his moderation, and the other by his clieerful dis¬ 
position, and I rate their behavior as merely legal. When, 

• The respect or reverence which the law, and, deriv.itivcly, die 
person in whom it is realized, compel from us, is, as self-produced 
through a concept of reason and as the only feeling which can be 
known a priori, specifically different from all feelings'of inclination or 
fear avyakened by sensuous influences. As it strengthens and raises 
our rational nature, the consciousness of our freedom and of our high 
destination, but, at the same time, humbles our sensibility, there is 
mingled with die joy of exaltation a certain pain, which permits no 
intimate afFection for the stern and sublime law. It is not quite will¬ 
ingly that wc pay our respect—just because of the depressing effect 
which tliis feeling exerts on our self-love. 
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on the other hand, an official inclined to extravagance 
faithfully manages the funds intrusted to him, or one who 
is oi>pressed hy hopeless misery preserves his life, although 
he does not love it, then I may ascribe the abstinence from 
wrongdoing to moral principles. This, too, may be ad¬ 
mitted. We are certain of the morality of resolution 
only when it can be shown tliat no inclination was involved 
along with the maxim. The cases where the right action is 
]ierformed in opposition to inclination are the only ones 
in which we may he certain that .the moral quality of the 
action is iinmixcd—are they, then, the only ones in which a 
jiioral disposition is i>rescnt ? Kant rightly maintains that 
the admixture of egoistic motives beclouds the purity of 
the disposition, and consequently diminishes its moral 
worth. With equal correctness he draws attention to the 
j>(>ssibilitv that, even when we believe that we are acting 
from ]mre princi]iles, a hidden sensuous in.pulse may 'be 
involved. Kut he leaves unconsidered the possii)ility that, 
even when the inclinations are favoral)le to right action, 
the action may l)e performed, not from inclination, but 
l)ecause of the consciotisness of duty. Given that a man is 
naturally industrious, docs this happy predisposition protect 
him from fits of idleness? And if he resists them, must 
it always he his inclination to activity and never moral 
principle which overcomes the temptation? In yielding 
to the danger of confounding the limits of our certain 
knowledge of the purity of nn)tives with the limits of moral 
action, and in admitting true morality only where action 
proceeds from principle in opposition to the inclinations, 
Kant really deserves the reproach of rigorism or exagger¬ 
ated purism—sometimes groundlessly extended to the 
justifiable strictness of his views—^and the ridicule of the 
well-known lines of Schiller (“Scruples of Conscience'* and 
“Decision" at the conclusion of his distich-igroup “The 
Philosophers") : 


‘ The friends whom I love I gladly would serve, hut to this inclination 
incites me ; 

And so I am forced from virtue to sw’crve since my act, through 
affection, delights me. 
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“ The friends whom thou lovest thou must first seek to scorni for to 
no other way can I guide thee ; 

’Tis alone with disgust thou canst rightly perform the acts to which 
duty would lead thee.” 

If we return from this necessary limitation of a ground¬ 
less inference (that true morality is present only when 
duty is performed against our inclinations, when it is diffi¬ 
cult for us, when a conflict with sensuous motives has pre¬ 
ceded), to the development of the fundamental ethical con¬ 
ceptions, we find that imiportant conclusions concerning 
the origin and content of the moral law result from the 
principle obtiiined by the analysis of moral judgment: 
this law commands with unconditional authority —for 
every ratitmal being and under all circumstances—what has 
unconditioned 7Vorth —the disposition which corresponds to 
it The universality and necessity {unconditionalness) of 
the categorical imperative proves that it springs from 
no other source than reason itself. Those who derive the 
moral law from the will of God subject it to a condition^ 
viz., the immutability of the divine will. Those who find 
the source of moral legislation in the pursuit of happiness 
make rational will dq>endent on a natural law of the sensi¬ 
bility; it would be folly to enjoin by a moral law that 
which everyone does of himself, and does superabundantly. 
Moreover, the theories of the social inclinations and of moral 
sense fail of their purpose, since they base morality on the 
uncertain ground of feeling. Even the principle of perfec¬ 
tion proves insufficient, inasmuch as it limits the individual 
to himself, and, in the end, like those which have preceded, 
amounts to a refined self-love. Theonomic ethics, egoistic 
ethics, the ethics of sympathy, and the ethics of perfection 
are all eudemonistic, and hence heteronomic. The practi¬ 
cal reason’*^ receives the law neither from the will of God 
nor from natural impulse, but draws it out of its own depUis; 
it binds itself. 

The grounds which establish the derivaition of the moral 
law from the will or reason itself exclude at the same time 

* Will and practical reason are identical. The definition runs: 
Will is the faculty of acting in accordance with the representation o£ 
laws. 
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every material determination of it. If the categorical im¬ 
perative posited definite ends for the will, if it prescribed a 
direction to definite objects, it could neither be known a 
priori nor be valid for all rational beings: its apodictic 
character forbids the admission of empirical elements of 
every sort.* If we think away all content from the law we 
retain the form of universal legality,f and gain the formula: 
^‘Act so that the maxim of thy will can always at the same 
time hold good as a principle of universal legislation.’* The 
possibility of conceiving the principle of volition as a uni¬ 
versal law of nature is the criterion of morality. If you 
are in doubt concerning the moral character of an action or 
motive simply ask yourself the question. What would be¬ 
come of humanity if everyone w^ere to act according to the 
same principle ? If no one could trust the word of another, 
or count on aid from others, or be sure of his property 
and his life, then no social life would be possible. Even 
.a band of robbers cannot exist unless certain laws are 
respected as inviolable duties. 

It was indispensable to free the supreme formula of 
the moral law from all material determinations, i.r., limita¬ 
tions. This does not prevent us, however, from afterward 
giving the abstract outline a more concrete coloring. First 
.of all, the concept of the dignity of persons in con¬ 
trast to the utility of things offers itself as an aid to expla¬ 
nation and specialization. Things are means whose worth 
is always relative, consisting in the useful or pleasant 
. effects which they exercise, in the satisfaction of a need or 
of the taste, they can be replaced by other means, which 
fulfil the same purix)se, and they have a (market or fancy) 
value; while that which is above all value and admits of no 

•The moral law, therefore, is independent of all experience in 
three respects, as to its origin, its content, and its validity. It springs 
from reason, it contains a formal precept only, and its validity is not 
.concerned, whether it meets with oiedicnce or not. Jt declares what 
. ought to be done, even though this never should be done. 

t The “ formal principle ” of the Kantian ethics has met very 
varied criticism. Among others Edmund Pfleiderer (Kantischer 
Kritizismus und Englische Philosophic. 1881) and Zeller express them- 
: selves unfavourably, Fortlagc and Liebmann {Zur Analysis der 
Wirklichkeit, 2d ed,, 1880, p. 671) favorably. 
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equivalent has an ultimate worth or dignity^ and is an* 
object of respect. The legislation which detennines all 
w^orth, and with this the disposition which corresponds to it, 
has a dignity, an unconditioned, inconiparalble worth, and 
lends its subjects, raticnial l)eings framed for morality, the 
advantage of being ends in themselves. “I'lierefore moral¬ 
ity, and humanity so far as it is capable of morality, is that 
which alone jxjssesses dignity.” Accordingly the follow¬ 
ing forniulalion of the moral law may be held equivalent 
to the first: “So act as to treat humanity, whether in 
thine own person or in that of any other, in every case 
as an end, never as a means only.” 

A further addition to the abstract formula of the cate¬ 
gorical imperative results from the discussion of the ques¬ 
tion, What universal ends admit of subsumption under it, 
stand the test of fitness to be principles of a universal 
lei^islation ? Here again Kant stands forth as an arbiter 
between the contending -parties, and, with a firm grasp, 
combines the useful elements from both sides after winnow¬ 
ing them out from the worthless principles. The majority 
of the eudemonistic systems, along with the promotion of 
private welfare, prescribe the furtherance of universal 
good without being able to indicate at what .point the pur¬ 
suit of personal welfare should give way to regard for the 
good of others, while in the perfectionist systems the social 
element is wanting or retreats unduly into the background. 
The principle of happiness represents moral empiricism, the 
principle of perfection moral rationalism. Kant resolves 
the antithesis by restricting the theses of the respective 
parties within their proper limits: “Make thine omi perfec¬ 
tion and the happiness oj others the end of thy actions;” 
these are the only ends which are at the same time duties. 
The perfection of others is excluded by the fact that I can¬ 
not impart to anyone a good disposition, for everyone must 
acquire it for himself; personal happiness by the fact that 
everyone seeks it naturally. 

This antithesis (which is crossed by the further distinc¬ 
tion between perfect, i.e., indispensable, and imperfect 
duties) serves as a basis for the division of moral duties 
into duties toward ourselves and duties toward o.tIier 
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men.^ The former enjoin the preservation and develop¬ 
ment of our natural and moral powers, the latter are duties 
of o])Iif(ation (of respect) or of merit (of love). Since no 
one can obligate me to feel, we are to understand by love 
not the pathological love of complacency, hut only the active 
love of lyenevolence or practical sympathy. Since it is just 
as impossible that the increase of the evils in the world 
should be a duty, the enervating and useless excitation of 
pity, which adds to the pain of the sufferer the sympathetic 
pain of the spectator, is to be struck off the list of virtues, 
and active readiness to aid put in its place. In friendship 
love and respect unite in exact equipoise. Veracity is one 
of the duties toward self; lying is an abandonment of human 
dignity and under no conditions allowable, not even if life 
dqxmds on it. 

Aftor it has been settled what the categorical imperative 
enjoins, the further problem av/aits us of explaining how it 
is possible. The categorical imperative is possible only on 
the presupposition of our freedom. Only a free being gives 
laws to itself, just as an autonomous being alone is free. In 
theoretical philosophy the pure self-consciousness, the “ I 
think,’* denoted a point where the thing in itself manifests 
to us not its nature, indeed, but its existence. The same 
holds true in practical philosophy of the moral law. The 
incontestable fact of the moral law empowers me to rank 
myself in a higher order of things tlian the merely pheno¬ 
menal order, and in another causal relation than that of the 
merely necessary (mechanical) causation of nature, to 
regard myself as a legislative member of an intelligible 
world, and one independent of sensuous impulses—in short, 
to regard myself as free. Freedom is the ratio essendi of 
the self-given moral law, the latter the ratio cognoscendi 
of freedom. The law would have no meaning if we did not 
possess the pov/er to obey it : I can because I ought. It is 

• All duties arc toward men, not toward supra-human or infra- 
liuman beings. That which we commonly term duties toward animals, 
likewise the so-called duties toward God, arc in reality duties toward 
ourselves. Cruelty to animals is immoral, because our sympathies 
are blunted by it To have religion is a duty to ourselves, because 
the view of moral laws as laws o£ Cod is an aid to morality. 
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true that freedom is a mere Idea, whose object can never be 
given to me in an experience, and whose reality, conse¬ 
quently, cannot be objectively known and proved, but 
nevertheless, is required with satisfactory subjective 
necessity as the condition of the moral law and of the possi¬ 
bility of its fulfilment. I may not say it is certain, but, 
with safety, I am certain that I am free. Freedom is not 
a dogmatic proposition of theoretical reason, but a postulate 
of practical reason; and the latter holds the primacy over 
the former to this extent, that it can require the former 
to show that certain transcendent Ideas of the supra- 
sensible, which are most intimately connected with moral 
obligation, are compatible with the principles of the under¬ 
standing. It was just in view of the practical interests 
involved in the rational concepts God, freedom, immor¬ 
tality, that it was so important to establish, at least, their 
possibility (their conceivability without contradiction). 
That, therefore, which the Dialectic recognized as possible 
is in the Ethics shown to be real: Whoever seeks to fulfil his 
moral destiny—and this is tlie duty of every man—^must not 
doubt concerning the conditions of its possible fulfilment, 
must, in spite of their incomprehensibility, believe in freedom 
and a suprasensible world. They are both postulates of 
practical reason, i.e., assumptions concerning that which 
is in behalf of that which ought to be. Naturally the 
interests of the understanding must not be infringed upon 
by those of the will. The principle of the complete causal 
determination of events retains its validity unimpeached 
for the sphere of the knowledge of the understanding, that 
is, for the realm of phenomena; while, on the other hand, 
it remains permissible for us to postulate another kind of 
causality for the realm of things in themselves, alUiough we 
can have no idea of its how, and to ascribe to ourselves a 
free intelligible character. 

While the Idea of freedom can be derived directly from 
the moral law as a postulate thereof, the proof of the reality 
of the two other Ideas is effected indirectly by means of the 
concept of the ** highest good /' in which reason conceives 
a union of perfect virtue and perfect happiness. The moral 
law requires absolute correspondence between the disposi* 
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tion and the commands of reason, or holiness of will. But 
besides this supreme good (bonum supremttm) of completed 
morality, the highest good {bonum consmnmattim) further 
contains a degree of happiness corresponding to the degree 
of virtue. Everyone agrees in the judgment tliat, by 
rights, things should go well with the virtuous and ill with 
the wicked, though this must not imply any de¬ 
duction from the principle previously announced that 
the least impulse of self-interest causes the maxim 
to forfeit its worth: the motive of the will must never be 
happiness, but always the being worthy of happiness. The 
first element in the highest good yields the argument for 
immortality, and the second the argument for the existence 
of God, (1) Perfect correspondence between the wdll and 
the law never occurs in this life, because the sensibility 
never allows us to attain a permanently good disposition, 
armed against every temptation; our will can never be 
holy, but at best virtuous, and our lawful disposition never 
escape the consciousness of a constant tendency to trans¬ 
gression, or at least of impurity. Since, nevertheless, the 
demands of the (Christian) moral law continue in their 
unrelenting stringency to be the standard, we are justified 
in the hope of an unlimited continuation of our existence, 
in order that by constant progress in goodness we may 
draw nearer in infinitum to tlie ideal of holiness. (2) The 
establishment of a rational proj^ortion between happiness 
and virtue is also not to be expected until the future life, 
for too often on earth it is the evil man who 
prospers, while the good man suffers. A justly propor¬ 
tioned distribution of rewards and punishment can only be 
expected from an infinite power, wisdom, and goodness, 
which rules the moral world even as it has created the 
natural world. Deity alone is able to bring the physical 
and moral realms into harmony, and to establish the due 
relation between wellbeing and right action. This, the 
moral argument, is the only possible proof for the existence 
of God. Theology is not possible as speculative, but only 
as moral theology. The certitude of faith, moreover, is 
only different from, not less tlian, the certainty of know¬ 
ledge, in so far as it brings with it not an objective, but a 
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subjective, although universally valid, necessity. Hence it 
is better to s.pecik of belief in God as a need of the reason 
than as a duty; while a logical error, not a moral one, 
should l>e charged against the atheist. The atheist is blind 
to the intimate connection which exists between the highest 
good and the Ideas of the reason; he does not see that God, 
freedom, and immortality are the indispensable conditions 
of the realization of this ideal. 

Thus faith is based upon duty without being itself duty: 
ethics is the basis of reliction, which consists in our regard¬ 
ing moral laws as {instar, as if they w^ere) divine commands. 
They are not valid or obligatory because God has given 
them (this would be heteroiiomy), but they should be 
regarded as divine iDecause they are necessary laws of 
reason. Religion differs from ethics only in its form, not in 
its content, in that it adds to the conception of duty the 
idea of God as a moral lawgiver, and thus increases the in¬ 
fluence of this conception on the will; it is simply a means 
for the promotion of morality. Since, however, besides 
natural religion or the pure faith of reason (the moral law 
and the moral postulates), the historical religions contain 
statutory^ determinations or a doctrinal faith, it becomes the 
duty of the critical philosopher to inquire how much of this 
positive admixture can be justified at the bar of reason. 
In this investigation the question of the divine revelation of 
dogma and ceremonial laws is neither supra>rationa!istically 
affirmed nor naturalistically derived, but rationalistically 
treated as an open question. 

The four essays combined under the title Religion within 
the Limits of Reason Only treat of the Radical Evil in 
Human Nature, the Conflict of the Good Principle with the 
Evil for the Mastery over Man, the Victory of the Good 
Principle over the Evil and the Founding of a Kingdom of 
God uy)on Earth, and, finally, Service and False Service 
under the Dominion of the Good Principle, or Religion and 
Priestcraft; or more briefly, the fall, the atonement (the 
Christ-idea), the Church, and true and false service of God. 

C1) The individual evil deeds of the empirical character 
point to an original fault of the intelligible character, a pro¬ 
pensity to evil dwelling in man and not further deducible. 
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This, although it is self-incurred, niay be called natural 
and innate, and consists (not in the sensibility merely, but) 
in a freely chosen reversal of the moral order of our 
maxims, in virtue of which the maxim of duty or morality 
is subordinated to that of well-being or self-love instead of 
being placed above it, and that which should be the supreme 
condition of all satisfaction is degraded into a mere means 
thereto. Morality is therefore a conversion from the evil to 
the good, and requires a complete revolution in the disposi¬ 
tion, the putting on of a new man, a “new birth,” w’hich, 
an act out of time, can manifest itself in the tem¬ 
poral world of phenomena only as a gradual transforma¬ 
tion in conduct, as a continuous advance, but w hich, we may 
hope, is judged by him who knows the lieart. who regards 
the disposition instead of particular imperfect actions, as a 
completed unity. 

(2) lly the eternal Son of God, for whose sake God 
created all things, w^e are to understand the ideal of the per¬ 
fect man, which in tnjth forms the end of creation, and is 
come down from heaven, etc. To believe in Christ means 
to resolve to realize in one’s self the ideal of human nature 
which is well pleasing to God, or to make the divine disposi¬ 
tion of the Son of God our own, not to believe that this 
ideal has appeared on earth as an actual man, in the person 
f)f Jesus of Nazareth. The only saving faith is the belief 
of reason in the ideal which Christ represents, and not the 
historical belief in his person. The vicarious atonement of 
the ideal man for those who believe on him is to be inter- 
j>reted to mean that the sufferings and sacrifices (crucifixion 
of the flesh) imposed by moral conversion, which are due to 
the sinful man as punishment, are assumed by tlie regener¬ 
ate man: the new’ Adam bears the sufferings of the old. 
In the same way as that in which Kant handles the history 
of Christ and the doctrine of justification, all biblical narra¬ 
tives and ecclesiastical doctrines are in ]>ublic instruction 
(from the pulpit) to be interpreted morally, even where the 
authors themselves had no such meaning in mind. 

(3) The Church is a society based ui)Oii the laws of 
virtue, an ethical community or a people of God, whose 
members confirm each other in the performance of duty by 
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example and by the profession of a common moral convic¬ 
tion: we are all brothers, the children of one father. Ideally 
there is only one (the universal, invisible) Church, and its 
foundation the pure faith of reason; but in consequence of 
a weakness peculiar to human nature the foundation of an 
actual church required the addition of a statutory historical 
faith, with claims to a divine origin, from wliich a multitude 
of visible churches and the antithesis of orthodox and here¬ 
tics have sprung. The history of the Church since the 
establishment of Christianity represents the conflict bet¬ 
ween the historical faith and the faith of reason; its goal 
is the submission of the former to the latter, as, indeed, we 
have already begun to perceive that God does not require 
a special service beyond the practice of virtue. 

(4) The true sendee of God consists in a moral disposi¬ 
tion and its manifestation: “All that man supposes himself 
able to do in order to please God, beyond living a good life, 
is false service False service is the false subordination of 
the pure faith of reason to the statutory faith, by which the 
attainment of the goal of religious development is hindered 
and the laity are brought into dangerous dependence upon 
the clergy. Priestcraft, hypocrisy, and fanaticism enter in 
the train of fetich service. The church-faith is destined 
little by little to make itself superfluous. It has been neces¬ 
sary as a vehicle, as a means for the introduction and exten¬ 
sion of the pure religion of morality, and it still remains 
useful for a time, until humanity sliall become of age; with 
man s entrance on the period of youth and manhood, how¬ 
ever, the leading-string of holy traditions, which in 
its time did good service, becomes unnecessary, nay, finally, 
a fetter. (This relative appreciation of the positive element 
in religion, in antithesis to the unthinking rejection of it 
by the Illumination, resembles the view of Lessing; 
cf. pp. 306-309.) Moreover, since it is a duty to be a co- 
worker in the transition from the liistorical to the pure 
religious faith, the clergy must be free as scientific theolo¬ 
gians, as scholars and authors to examine the doctrines of 
faith and to give expression to dissenting opinions, while, 
as preachers in the pulpit, speaking under commission, they 
are bound to the creeds. To decide the articles of belief 
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unalterable would be a crime against human nature, whose 
primal destination is just this—to progress. To renounce 
illumination means to trample upon the divine rights of 
reason. 

The “General Observations” appended to each division 
add to the four principle discussions as many collateral in¬ 
quiries concerning Operations of Grace, Miracles, Myste¬ 
ries, and Means of Grace, objects of transcendent ideas, 
which do not properly belong in the sphere of religion 
within pure reason itself, but which yet border on it. (1) 
We are entirely incapable of calling forth works of grace, 
nay, even of indicating the marks by which actual divine 
illuminations are distinguished from imaginary ones; the 
supposed experience of heavenly influences belongs in the 
region of superstitious religious illusion. But their im¬ 
possibility is just as little susceptible of proof as their 
reality. Nothing further can be said on the question, save 
that works of grace may exist, and perhaps must exist in 
order to supplement our imperfect efforts after virtue; and 
that everyone, instead of waiting for divine assistance, 
should do for his own amendment all that is in his power. 
(2) Kant judges more sharply in regard to the belief in 
miracles, which contradict the laws of experience without 
in the least furthering the performance of our duties. In 
practical life no one regards miracles as possible; and their 
limitation to the past and to rare instances does not make 
them more credible. (3) In so far as the Christian myste¬ 
ries actually represent impenetrable secrets they have no 
bearing on moral conduct; so far as they are morally valu¬ 
able they admit of rational interpretation and thus cease 
to be mysteries. The Trinity signifies the three moral 
qualities or powers united in the head of the moral state: 
the one God as holy lawgiver, gracious governor, and just 
judge. (4) The services of the Church have worth as 
ethical ceremonies, as emblems of the moral disposition 
(prayer) and of moral fellowship (church attendance, bap¬ 
tism, and the Lord’s Supper) ; but to find in these symbolic 
ceremonies means of grace and to seek to purchase the 
favor of God by them, is an error of the same kind as 
sorcery and fetichism. The right way leads from virtue to 
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grace, not in the opposite direction; piety without morality 
is worthless. 

I'he Kantian theory of religion is rationalistic and mor¬ 
alistic. The fact that religion is based on morality should 
never be assailed. Hut the foundation is not the building, 
the origin not the content and essence of the thing itself. 
As far as the nature of religion is concernefl, the Kantian 
view does not exclude completion in the direction of 
Schlciermaclier’s theory of feeling, just as by its specula¬ 
tive interpretation of the Christian dogmas and its appre¬ 
ciation of the history of religion as a gradual iransfonra- 
tion of historical faith into a faith of reason, it points out 
the j)ath afterward followed by Hegel. The philosophy 
of religion of the future must be. as some recent- attempts 
aim to be (O. Pfleidcrcr. Bicdermann, LipniusB u synthesis 
of Kant, vSchleiermacher, and Hegel. 

While the moral law re(|uires rightness not only of the 
action, but also of the disposition, the law of right is .satis¬ 
fied when the act enjoined is j)erformed, no matter from 
what motives. I.egal right, as the sum of the conditions 
under which the will of the one can consist with the will of 
others according to a universal law, relates only to enforce¬ 
able actions, without concerning itself about motives. 
Private right includes right in things or property, personal 
right or right of contract, and real-personal right (marriage 
right); public right is divided into the right of states, of 
nations, and of citizens of the worlds KanCs theory of 
puni.shrnent is original and important. He bases it not upon 
prudential regard for the protection of society, or the 
deterrence or reformation of the criminal, but upon the 
exalted idea of retaliation (jus talionis), which demands 
that everyone should meet with what his deeds deserve: 
Eye for eye, life for life. In politics Kant favors demo¬ 
cratic theories, though less decidedly than Rousseau and 
Fichte. As he followed with interest the eflForts after 
freedom manifested in the American and French Revolu¬ 
tions, so he opposed an hereditary nobility as a hindrance 
to the natural equality of rights, and demanded freedom 
for the jublic expression of opinion as the surest means of 
^guarding against revolutions. The only legitimate form of 
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the state is the republican, i,e., that in which the executive 
power is separated from the legislative power, in contrast 
to despotism, where they are united in one hand. The 
best guaranty for just government and civil liberty is 
offered by constitutional monarchy, in which the people 
through its representatives exercises the legislative powder, 
the sovereign the executive <povver, and judges chosen by 
the people the judicial power. The contract from which 
we may conceive the state to have arisen is not to ])e 
regarded as an historical fact, but as a rational idea or rule, 
by which we may judge whether the laws are just or not; 
that which the i^eople as a whole cannot prescribe for 
itself, this cannot be i)rescribed for it by the ruler 
(cf. p. 235). That there is a constant progress—not only of 
individuals, but/—of the race, not merely in technical and 
intellectual, but also in moral respects, is supported both 
by rational grounds (without faith in such progress we 
could not fulfil our duty as co-laborers in it) and by 
(?xj)eriential grounds (above all, the unselfish sympathy 
which all the world gave to the French Revolution) ; and 
the never-ending complaint that the times are growing 
worse proves only that mankind is continually setting up 
stricter standards for itself. The beginning of history is to 
be placed at the point where man passes out of the condi¬ 
tion of innocence, in which instinct rules, and begins to 
subdue nature, which hitherto he has obeyed. 'Fhe goal of 
history, again, is the estaldishmcnt of the j)erfect form of the 
state. Nature itself co-operates with freedom in the gradual 
transformation of the state based no necessity {Notstaat) 
into a rational state, inasmuch as selfish competition and the 
commercial sjfirit require peace, order, and justice for their 
own security and help to briing them about. And so, 
further, we need not doubt that humanity will constantly 
draw nearer to the ideal condition of everlasting peace 
among the nations (guaranteed by a league of states 
which shall as a mediator settle diaimtes l)etween individual 
states), however impracticable the idea may at present 
appear. 

If the bold declaration of Fortlage, that in Kant the 
system of absolute truth appeared, is true of any one part 
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of his philosophy, it is true of the practical part, in which 
Christian morality has found its scientific expression. If 
we may justly complain that on the basis of his sharp dis¬ 
tinction between legality and morality, between legal duty 
and virtue-duty, Kant took into account only the legal 
■side of the institutions of marriage and of the state, over¬ 
looking the fact that besides these they have a moral im¬ 
portance and purpose, if we may demand as social ethic as 
a supplement to his ethics, which is directed to the duties 
of the individual alone, yet these and other well-founded 
desiderata may be attained by slight corrections and by 
the addition of another story to the Kantian edifice, while 
the foundations are still retained. The bases are immova¬ 
ble, Autonomy, absolute oughtness, the formal character 
of the law of reason, and the incomparable worth of the 
pure, disinterested disposition—these are the corner stones 
of the Kantian, nay, of all morals. 

3. Theory of the Beautiful and of Ends in Nature. 

We now know the laws which the understanding im¬ 
poses upon nature and those which reason imposes upon the 
will. If there is a field in which to be (Sein) and ought to 
be {Sollen), nature and freedom, which we have thus far 
been forced to consider antithetical, are reconciled—^and 
that there is such a field is already deducible from the 
doctrine of the religious postulates (as practical truths or 
assumptions concerning what is, in behalf of what ought 
to be), and from the hints concerning a progress in history 
(in which both powers co-operate toward a common goal)— 
then the source of its laws is evidently to be sought in that 
faculty which mediates alike between understanding and 
reason and between knowing and feeling: in Judgment, as 
the higher faculty of feeling. Judgment, in the general 
sense, is the faculty of thinking a particular as contained in a 
universal, and exercises a twofold function: as ‘‘determi- 
nanV* judgment it subsumes the particuar under a given 
universal (a law), as ‘‘reflective” it seeks the universal for 
a given particular. Since the former coincides with the 
understanding, we are here concerned only with the reflec- 
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live judgment, judgment in the narrower sense, which 
docs not cognize objects, but judges them, and this accrod- 
ing to the principle of purposiveness.* 

This, in turn, is of two kinds. An <>bject is really or 
ohjvcfivcly purposive (perfect) when it corresponds to 
iks nature or its determination, formally or subjectively 
purposive (beautiful) when it is conformed U) the nature 
of our cognitive faculty. The perception of .purpose is 
always accompanied by a feeling of pleasure; in the first 
case, where the pleasure is based on a concept of the ob¬ 
ject, it is a logical satisfaction, in the seceond, where it 
springs only from the harmony of the object wdth our cog¬ 
nitive powers, 'esthetic satisfaction. The objects of the 
teleological and the ;esthetic judgment, the purix>si\’e 
and the beautiful products of nature and art, constitute the 
desired intemiediat>e field between nature and freedom: 
and here again the critical ijiiestion comes up. How, in 
relation to these, synthetic judgmentvS a pHoH are possible? 

(a) Esthetic Judgment.—The formula holds of Kant’s 
a sthetics as well as of his theoretical and practical philoso- 
])hy, that his aim is to overcome the opposition between 
the empirical and the rationalistic theories, and to find a 
middle course of his own between the two extremes. 
Neither Burke nor Baumgarten satisfies! him. The Eng¬ 
lish asthetics w as sensational, the German,!.^., that of the 
Wolffian school, rationalistic. The former identified the 
beautiful wdth the agreeable, the latter identified it with 
the perfect or wdth the conformity of the object to his con¬ 
cept ; in the one case, aesthetic appreciation is treated as 
sensuous pleasure, in the other, it is treated as a lower, con¬ 
fused kind of knowledge, its peculiar nature being in both 
cases overlooked. In opposition to the sensualization of 
aesthetic appreciation, its character as judgment must be 

• The universal laws springing from the understanding, to which 
every nature must conform to become an object of experience for us, 
determine nothing concerning the particular form of the given reality ; 
we cannot deduce the special laws ol nature from them. Nevertheless 
the nature of our cognitive faculty does not allow us to accept the 
empirical manifoldness of our world as contingeoit, but impels us to 
regard it as purposive or adapted to our knowledge, and to look 
upon tiiese special law^s as if an intelligence bad given them in order 
toimake a system of experience possible. 

26 
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maintained; and in opposition to its rationalization, its 
character as feeling. This relation of the Kantian aesthetics 
to that of his predecessors explains both its fundamental 
tendency and the elements in it which appear defective 
and erroneous. In any case, Kant shows himself in this 
field also an unapproachable master of careful analysis. 

The first task of aestlietics is the careful distinction of its 
object from related phenomena. The beautiful has .points 
of contact with the agreeable, the good, the perfect, the 
useful, and the true. It is distinguished from the true by 
the fact that it is not an object of knowledge, but of satis¬ 
faction. If we inquire further into the difference between 
the satisfaction in the beautiful and the satisfaction in the 
agreeable, in the good (in itself), and in the (good for some¬ 
thing, as a means, or in the) useful, which latter three have 
this in common, that they are objects of appetition—of 
sensuous want, of moral will, of prudential desire—^it 
becomes evident that the beautiful pleases through its 
mere representation (that is, independently of tlie real ex¬ 
istence of the object), and that the delight in the beautiful 
is a contemplative pleasure. It is for contemplation only, 
not to be sensuously enjoyed nor put to practical use; and, 
further, its production is not a universal duty. Sensuous, 
prudential, or moral appetition has always an “interest*’ 
in the actual existence of the object; the beautiful, on the 
other hand, calls forth a disinterested satisfaction. 

According to quality the beautiful is the object of a dis¬ 
interested, free (bound by no interest), and sportive satisfac¬ 
tion. According to quantity and modality the judgment 
of taste claims universal and necessary validity, without 
this being based upon concepts. This posits further dif¬ 
ferences between the beautiful and the agreeable and the 
good. The good also pleases universally, but it pleases 
through concepts; the agreeable as well as the beautiful 
pleases without a concept, but it does not please uni¬ 
versally. 

That which pleases the reason through the concept is 
good; that which pleases the senses in sensation is agree¬ 
able. That which pleases universally and necessarily with- 
out a concept is beautiful. Moral judgment demands the 
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assent of all, and its universal validity is demonstrable. 
The judgment concerning the agreeable is not capable of 
demonstration, but neither does it pretend to possess 
universal validity; we readily acknowledge that what 
is pleasant to one need not be so to every other man. In 
regard to the beautiful, on the contrary, we do not content 
ourselves with saying that tastes differ, but we expect it to 
please all. We expect everyone to assent to our judgment 
of taste, although it is able to support itself by no proofs. 

Here there is a difficulty: since the judgment of taste 
does not express a characteristic of the object, but a state 
of mind in the observer, a feeling, a satisfaction, it is purely 
subjective; and yet it puts forth a claim to be universally 
communicable. The difficulty can be removed only on the 
assumption of a common aesthetic sense, of a correspond¬ 
ing organization of the powers of representation in all men, 
which yields the common standard for the pleasurableness 
of the impression. The agreeable appeals to that in man 
which is different in different individuals, the beautiful to 
tliat which functions alike in all; the former addresses 
itself to the passive sensibility, the latter to the active 
judgment. The agreeable—because of the non-calculable 
differences in our sensuous inclinations, which are in part 
conditioned by bodily states—possesses no universality 
whatever, the good possesses an objective, and the beautiful 
a subjective universality. The judgment concerning the 
agreeable has an empirical, that concerning the beautiful 
an a priori, determining ground: in the former case, the 
judgment follows the feeling, in the latter, it precedes it. 

An object is considered beautiful (for, strictly speaking, 
we may say only this, not that it is beautiful) when its 
form puts the powers of the human mind in a state of 
harmony, brings the intuitive and rational faculties into 
concordant activity, and produces an agreeable proportion 
between the imagination and the understanding. In giv¬ 
ing the occasion for an harmonious play of the cognitive 
activities (that is, for an easy combination of the manifold 
into unity) the beautiful object is purposive for us, for our 
function of apprehension ; it is—here we obtain a deter¬ 
mination of the judgment of taste from the standpoint of 
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relation —pnrposwe zvithout a definite purpose. We know 
perfectly well that a landscape which attracts us has not 
been specially arranged for the purpose of delighting us, and 
we do not wish to find in a work of art anything of an 
intention to please. An object is perfect when it is pur¬ 
posive for itself (corresponds to its concept); useful when 
it is purposive for our desire (corresponds to a practical 
intention of man) ; beautiful when the arrangement of its 
parts is purposive for the relation between the fancy and 
understanding of the beholder (corresponds in an unusual 
degree to the conditions of our apprehension). Perfection 
is internal (real, objective) inirposiveness, and utility ‘is 
external purposiveness, lK)th for a definite purpose ; 
lieauty, on the other hand, is purposiveness without a pur¬ 
pose, formal, subjective purpo.siveness. The beautiful plea.ses 
by its mere form. The satisfaction in the perfect is of a 
conceptual or intellectual kind, the satisfaction in the 
beautiful, emotional or x*sthetic in character. 

The combination of these four determinations yields an 
exhaustive definition of the beautiful : The beautiful is 
that which universally and necessarily arouses disinterested 
satisfaction by its mere form (purposiveness without the 
representation of a purpose). 

Since the pleasurableness of the beautiful rests on tlie 
fact that it establishes a pleasing harmony l>etween the 
imagination and the understanding, hence between sensu¬ 
ous and intellectual apprehension, the aesthetic attitude is 
pcjssible only in sensuous-rational beings. The agreeable 
exists for the animal as well, and the good is an object 
of apj)roval for pure spirits: but the l>eautiful exists for 
humanity alone. Kant succeeded in giving very delicate 
and felicitious verbal expression to these distinctions: the 
agreeable gratifies {vergmUfl) and excites inclination 
(Neujung'); the good is approved {gebilligt) and arouses 
respect (Achtung); the beautiful “pleases’' (gefdllt) and 
finds “favor” (Gunst). 

In the progress of the investigation the princif>le that 
beauty depends on the form alone, and that the concept, 
the purpose, the nature of the object is not taken into 
account at all in aesthetic judgment, experiences limita- 
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tion. In its full strictness this applies only to a definite 
and, in fact, a subordinate division of the beautiful, which 
Kant marks off under the name of pure or jrce l>eaut\\ 
With this he contrasts adherent beauty, as that which pre- 
supix)ses a generic concq)t to which its form must cor¬ 
respond and which it must adequately present. Too much 
a purist not to mark the coming in of an intellectual 
pleasure as a beclouding of the “])urity” of the aesthetic 
satisfaction, he is still just enough to admit the higher 
worth of adherent beauty. For almost the whole of artifi¬ 
cial beauty and a considerable part of natural beauty belong 
to this latter division, which we to-day term ideal and 
characteristic beauty. Examples of free or purely formal 
■beauty are tapestry patterns, arabesques, fountains, 
flowers, and landscapes, the pleasurableness of which rests 
simply on the proportion of their form and relations, and 
not upon their conformity to a presupposed significance 
and determination of the thing. A building, on the con¬ 
trary—a dw^elling, a summer-house, a temple—is consider¬ 
ed beautiful only when we perceive in it not merely har¬ 
monious relations of the parts one to another, but also an 
agreement between the form and the purpose or generic 
concept: a church must not look like a chalet. Here the 
external form is compared with an inner nature, and har¬ 
mony is required between form and content. Adherent 
beauty is significant and expressive beauty, which, although 
the satisfaction in it is not ‘'purely*' aesthetic, nevertheless 
stands higher than pure beauty, because it gives to the 
understanding also something to think, and hence busies 
the whole spirit. 

The analytical investigations concerning the nature of 
the beautiful receive a valuable supplement in the classical 
definition of genius. Kant gives two definitions of pro¬ 
ductive talent, one formal and one genetic. 

Natural beauty is a beautiful thing; artificial beauty, a 
beautiful representation of a thing. The gift of agreeably 
presenting a thing which in itself, perhaps, is ugly, is called 
taste. To judge of the beautiful it is sufficient to possess 
taste, but for its production there is still another talent 
needed, spirit or genius. For an art product can fulfill the 
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demands of taste and yet not aesthetically satisfy; while 
formally faultless, it may be spiritless. 

While beautiful nature looks as though it were art (as 
though it were calculated for our enjoyment), beautiful 
art should resemble nature, must not appear to be inten¬ 
tional though, no doubt, it is so, must show a careful but 
not an overnice adherence to rules (i.e., not one which 
fetters the powers of the artist). This is the case when the 
artist bears the rule in himself, that is, when he is gifted. 
Genius is the innate disposition (through) which (nature) 
gives rules to art; its characteristics are originality, 
exemplariness, and unreflectiveness. It does not produce 
according to definite rules which can be learned, but it is 
a law in itself, it is original. It creates instinctively 
without consciousness of the rule, and cannot describe how 
it produces its results. It creates typical works which 
impel others to follow, not to imitate. It is only in art 
that there are geniuses, t.r., spirits who produce that which 
absolutely cannot be learned, while the great men of science 
differ only in degree, not in kind, from their imi¬ 
tators and pupils, and that which they discover can 
be learned by rule. 

This establishes the criteria by which genius may be re¬ 
cognized. If we ask by what psychological factors it is 
produced the answer is as follows: Genius presupposes a 
certain favorable relation between imagination and reason. 
Genius is the faculty of aesthetic Ideas, but an aesthetic 
Idea is a representation of the imagination which animates 
the mind, which adds to a concept of the understanding 
much of ineffable thought, much that belongs to the concept 
but which cannot be comprehended in a definite concept. 
With the aid of this idea Kant solves the anti¬ 
nomy of the aesthetic judgment. The thesis is: 

The judgment of taste is not based upon concepts; for 
otherwise it would admit of controversy (would be deter¬ 
minable by proofs). The antithesis is: It is based upon 
concepts; for otherwise we could not contend about it 
(endeavor to obtain assent). The two principles are re¬ 
concilable, for “concept” is understood differently in the 
two cases. That which the thesis rightly seeks to exclude 
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from the judgment of beauty is the determinate concept of 
the understanding; that which the antithesis with equal 
justice pronounces indispensable is the indeterminate con¬ 
cept, the aesthetic Idea. 

The freest play is afforded the imagination by poetry, 
the highest of all arts, which, with rhetoric (“insidious,” 
on account of its earnest intention to deceive), forms the 
group termed arts of speech. To the class of formative 
arts belong architecture, sculpture, and painting as the art 
of design. A third group, the art of the beautiful play of 
sensations, includes painting as the art of color, and music, 
which as a “fine” art is placed immediately after poetry, 
as an “agreeable” art at the very foot of the list, and as 
the play of tone in the vicinity of the entertaining play of 
fortune [games of chance] and the witty play of thought. 
The explanation of the comic (the ludicrous is based, 
according to Kant, on a sudden transformation of strained 
expectation into nothing) lays great (indeed exaggerated) 
weight on the resulting physiological phenomena, the 
bodily shock which heightens vital feeling and favors 
health, and which accompanies the alternating tension and 
relaxation of the mind. 

Besides free and adherent beauty, there is still a third 
kind of aesthetic effect, the Sublime. The beautiful pleases 
by its bounded fonn. But also the boundless and formless 
can exert aesthetic effect: that which is great beyond all 
comi>arison we judge sublime. Now this magnitude is 
either extensive in space and time or intensive greatness 
of force or power; accordingly there are two forms of the 
sublime. That phenomenon which mocks the power of 
comprehension possessed by the human imagination or sur¬ 
passes every measure of our intuition, as the ocean and 
the starry heavens, is mathematically sublime. That which 
overcomes all conceivable resistance, as the terrible forces 
of nature, conflagrations, floods, earthquakes, hurricanes, 
thunderstorms, is dynamically sublime or mighty. The 
former is relative to the cognitive, the latter to the appe¬ 
titive faculty. 'The beautiful brings the imagination and 
the understanding into accord; by the sublime the fancy 
is brought into a certain favorable relation, not directly 
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to be termed haniiony. with reason. In the one case there 
arose a restful, positively pleasurable mood; here a shock 
is produced, an indirect and negative pleasure proceeding 
from pain. Since the sublime exceeds the functional cap¬ 
ability of our sensuous representations and does violence 
to the imagination, we first feel small at the sight of the 
absolutely great, and incaj^able of compassing it with our 
sensuous glance. The sensibility is not equal to the im¬ 
pression ; this at first seems contrary to purpose and violent. 
This humiliating impression, however, is quickly followed 
by a reaction, and the vital forces, which were at first clieck- 
ed, are stimulated to the more lively activity. Moreover, 
it is the sensuous part of man which is humbled and the 
spiritual part that is exalted: the overthrow of sensibilit}’ 
becomes a triumph for reason. The sight of the sublime, 
that is, awakens the Idea of the unconditioned of the infi¬ 
nite. This Idea can never be adequately presented by an 
intuition, but can be aroused only by the inadec|uacy of all 
that is .sensuous to present it; the infinite is presented 
through the impossibility of presenting it. We cannot in¬ 
tuit the infinite, but we can think it. In comparison with 
reason (as the faculty of Ideas, the faculty of thinkimg the 
infinite) even the greatest thing that can be given in the 
sense-world appears small; reason is the absolutely great. 
“That is sublime the mere ability to think which proves a 
faculty of the mind surpassing every standard of sense.” 
“That is sublime which pleases immediately through its 
opposition to the interest of the senses.*' The conflict bet- 
w^een phantasy and reason, the insufficiency of the former 
for the attainment of the rational Idea, makes us conscious 
of the superiority of reason. Just because we feel small as 
sensuous beings we feel great as rational beings. The 
pleasure (related to the moral feeling of respect and, like 
this, mingled with a certain pain) which accompanies this 
consciousness of inner greatness is explained by the fact 
that the imagination, in acknowledging reason superior, 
places itself in the appropriate and purposive relation of 
subordination. It is evident from the forgoing that the 
truly sublime is reason, the moral nature of man, his predis¬ 
position and destination, which point beyond the present 
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world. vSchiller declares that “in space the sublime does 
not dwell/* and Kant says, “Sublimity is contained in none 
of the things of nature, but only in our mind, in so far as 
we are conscious of being sii[)erior to nature within us and 
without us.” .\evertheless, since in this contemplation we 
fix our thoughts entirely on the object without reflecting on 
ourselves, we transfer tlie admiration of right due to the 
reason and its idea of the infinite by subreption to the oljject 
by which the Idea is occxisioncd, and call the object itself 
sublime, instead of the mood which it wakes in us. 

If the sublime marks the point where the .'esthetic touches 
on the boundary of the moral, the beautiful is also not 
without some relation to the good. By showing 
the agreement of sensibility and reason, which is 
ileinanded by the moral law, realized in aesthetic intuition 
(as a voluntary yielding of the imagination to the legiti^ 
macy of the understanding), it gives us the inspiring cons^ 
ciousness that the antithesis is reconcilable, that the 
rational can be presented in the sensuous, and so becomes 
a “symbol of the good.*' 

(b) Teleological Judgment. — Teleological judgment is 
not knowledge, but a way of looking at things which comes 
into play where the causal or mechanical explanation fails 
us. This is not the case if the puq:)Osiveness is external, 
relative to its utility for something else. The fact that the 
sand of the sea-shore furnishes a good soil for the pine 
neither furthers nor prevents a causal knowledge of it. 
Only inner purposiveness, as it is manifested in the pro¬ 
ducts of organic nature, brings the mechanical explanation 
to a lialt. Organisms are distinguished above inorganic 
forms by the fact that of themselves they are at once cause 
and effect, that they are self-productive and this both as 
a species (the oak springs from the acorn, and in its turn 
bears acorns) and as individuals (self-preservation, grow^th, 
and the replacement of dying jxirts by new ones), and 
also by the fact that the reciprocally productive parts are 
in their form and their existence all conditioned by the 
whole. This latter fact, that the whole is the determin¬ 
ing ground for the parts, is perfectly obvious in the products 
of human art. For here it is the representation of the 
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whole (the idea of the work desired) which as the ground 
precedes the existence and the form of the parts (of the 
machine). But where is the subject to construct orga¬ 
nisms according to its representations of ends? We may 
neither conceive nature itself as endowed with forces acting 
in view of ends, nor a praetermundane intelligence inter¬ 
fering in the course of nature. Either of these suppositions 
would be the death of natural philosophy: the hylozoist 
endows matter with a property which conflicts with its 
nature, and the theist oversteps the boundary of possible 
experience. Above all, the analogy of the products of 
organic nature with the products of human technique is 
destroyed by the fact that machines do not r6i>ro<luce 
themselves and their parts cannot produce one anoUier, 
while the organism organizes itself. 

For our discursive understanding an interaction between 
the whole and the parts is completely incomprehensible. 
We understand when the parts precede the whole (mecha¬ 
nically) or the representation of the whole precedes the 
parts (teleologically); but to think the whole itself (not 
the Idea thereof) as the ground of the parts, which is 
demanded by organic life, is impossible for us. It would 
have been otherwise if an intuitive understanding had 
l>een bestowed upon us. For a being possessing intellec¬ 
tual intuition the antithesis between possibility and actua¬ 
lity, between necessity and contingency, between mecha¬ 
nism and teleology, would disappear along with that 
between thought and intuition. For such a being every¬ 
thing possible (all that it thinks) would be at the same 
time actual (present for intuition), and all that appears U) 
us contingent—intentionally selected from several possibili¬ 
ties and in order to an end—^would be necessary as well; 
with the whole would be given the parts corresponding 
thereto, and consequently natural mechanism and purposive 
connection would be identical, while for us, to whom the 
intuitive understanding is denied, the two divide. Hence 
the teleological view is a mere form of human representa¬ 
tion, a subjective principle. We may not say that a mecha¬ 
nical origin of living beings is impossible, but only that we 
are unable to understand it. If we knew how a blade of 
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grass or a frog sprang from mechanical forces, we would 
also be in a position to produce them. 

The antinomy of the teleological judgment—thesis: all 
production of material things and their forms must be 
judged to be possible according to merely mechanical laws; 
antithesis: some products of material nature cannot be 
judged to be possible according to merely mechanical daws, 
but to judge them requires the causality of final causes— 
is insoluble so long as both propositions are taken for con¬ 
stitutive principles; but it is soluble when they are taken 
as regulative principles or standpoints for judgment. For 
it is in no wise contradictory, on the one hand, to continue 
the search for mechanical causes as far as this is in any 
way possible, and, on the other, clearly to recognize that, 
at last, this will still leave a remainder which we cannot 
make intelligible without calling to our aid the concept of 
ends. Assuming that it were possible to carry the explana¬ 
tion of life from life, from ancestral organisms (for tlic 
iio^eraiio (cquwoca is an absurd theory) so far that the 
whole organic world should represent one great family des¬ 
cended from one primitive form as the common mother, 
even then the concept of final causes would only be pushed 
further back, not eliminated: the origin of the first organi¬ 
zation will always resist mechanical explanation. Besides 
this mission of putting limits to causal derivation and of 
filling the gap in knowledge by a necessary, although sub¬ 
jective, way of looking at things, the Idea of ends has still 
another, the direct promotion of knowledge from efficient 
causes through the discovery of new causal problems. Thus, 
for example, physiology owes the impulse to the discovery 
of previously unnoticed mechanical connections (cf. also p. 
382 note) to the question concerning the purpose of organs. 
As doctrines mechanism and teleology are irreconcilable 
and impossible: as rules or maxims of inquiry they are 
compatible, and the one as indispensable as the other. 

After the problem of life, which is insoluble by means of 
the mechanical explanation, has necessitated the applica¬ 
tion of the concept of ends, the teleological principle must, 
at least by way of experiment, be extended to the whole 
of nature. This consideration culminates in the position 
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that man, as the subject of morality, must be held to be 
the final aim of the world, for it is only in regard to a 
moral being that no further inquiry can be raised as to the 
purpose of its existence. It also repeats the moral argu¬ 
ment for the existence of a supreme reason, thus supple¬ 
menting, physico-theolog>% which is inadequate to the 
demonstration of one absolutely perfect Deity; so that the 
third Critique, like the two preceding, concludes with the 
Idea of God as an object of practical faith. 

There arc three original and pregnant pairs of thoughts 
which cause Kant’s name to shine in the philosophical sky 
as a star of the first magnitude: the demand for a critique 
of knowledge and the proof of a priori forms of knowledge ; 
the moral autonomy and the categorical imperative; the 
regulative validity of the Ideas of reason and the practical 
knowledge of the transcendent world. No philosophical 
theory, no scientific hypothesis can henceforth avoid the 
duty of examining the value and legitimacy of its conclu¬ 
sions. as to whether they keep within the limits of the 
competenc)- of human reason; whether Kant’s determina¬ 
tion of the origin and the limits of knowledge may count on 
continued favor or not, the fundamental critical idea, that 
reflection upon the nature and range of our cognitive faculty 
is indispensable, retains its validity for all cases and makes 
an end of all philosophizing at random.* No ethical system 
will with impunity pass by the autonomous legislation of 
reason and the unconditional imperative (the admonition 
of conscience translated into conceptual language); the 
nature and worth of moral will will be everywhere sought in 
vain if they are not recognized where Kant has found 
them—^in the unselfish disposition, in that maxim which is 
fitted to become a general law for all rational beings. The 
doctrine of the Ideas, finally, reveals to us, beyond the 
daylight of phenomenal knowledge, the starlit landscape of 
another mode of looking at things,f in which satisfaction 

* “ Reason consists just in this, that wc arc able to give account of 
all our concepts, opinions, and assertions, either on objective or sub¬ 
jective grounds.” 

f Those who regard all future metaphysics as refuted by the Critique 
of Reason are to be referred to the positive side of the Kantian doctrine 
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is afforded for the hitherto uiimet wishes of the heart and 
demands of the reawSon. 

The effect of the three Critiques u}X>n the public was 
very varied. The first great work excited alarm by the 
sharpness of its negations and its destruction of dogmatic 
metaphysics, which to its earliest readers api)eared to be 
the core of the matter; Kant was for them the universal 
destroyer. Then the Science of Knowledge 'brought into 
))n^minence the j^ositive. boldly contjuering side, the. investi¬ 
gation of the conditions of empirical knowledge. Tn later 
times the endeavor has been made to d<) justice to l^ot.h 
side.s, hilt, in opposition to the f>verbold procedure of the 
constructive thinkers, who had fallen into a revived dog¬ 
matism, more in the spirit of caution and resignation. 'I'he 
.second great work aroused glowing enthusiasm: “Kant is 
no mundane luminary,” writes Jean Paul in regard to the 
Critique of Praciicul Reason, “but a whole solar system 
shining at once.“ The third, because of its subject and by 
its purpcj.se of synthetic reconciliation between fields hereto¬ 
fore sharply separated, gained the s\’m])athy of our poet- 
heroes vSchiller and Goethe, and awakened in a young, spe 
dilative .spirit Ideas for a Philosophy of Nature. Schelling 
reclaimed the intuitive understanding, which Kant had 
])rol)lematically attributc<l to the primal spirit, as the pro- 
jierty of the philosopher, after Fichte had drawn attention 
to the fact that the consciousness of the categorical impera 
tive, which Kant had not thoroughly investigated, could he 
nothing else than intellectual intuition, l>ecau.se in it. know¬ 
ing and doing coincide, Fichte, however, does not derive 
the material for his system from the Critique of Judgment, 
though he also had a high appreciation of it, but from the 
two earlier Critiques, the fundamental concq:)tions of which 
lie—following the hint that practical and theoretical reason 
are only different applications of one an<] the same reason 
-“•-brings into the closest connection, lie unites the cen- 

of Ideas. Kant admits that the mechanical explanation does not satisfy 
reason, and that, besides it, a judgment according to Ideas is legitimate. 
When, therefore, the s^x^culation of the constructive school gives an 
ideal interpretation of the world, it may be regarded as an extended 
application of “ regulative principles,” which exceeds its authoritt^ onlv 
when it professes to he “objective knowledge.” 
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tral idea of the «practical philosophy, the freedom and 
autonomous legislation of the will, with the leading princi¬ 
ple of the theoretical philosophy, the spontaneity of the 
understanding, under the original synthesis of the pure 
ego, in order to deduce from the activity of the ego not 
only the a priori forms of knowledge, but also, rejecting 
the thing in itself, the whole content of empirical cons¬ 
ciousness. The thought which intervenes between the 
Kantian Critique of Reason and tlie development of 
thoroughgoing idealism by Fichte, with its criticisms of 
and additions to the former and its preparation for the 
latter, may be glanced at in a few supplementary pages. <>/ 

4. From Kant to Fichte. 

To begin with the works which aided in the extension 
and recognition of the Kantian philosophy, besides Kant's 
Prolegomena, the following stand in the front rank: Ex¬ 
position of the Critique of Pure Reason, by the Konigs- 
herg court preacher, Johannes Schulz, 1784; the flowing 
Letters concerning the Kantian Philosophy, by K. L. Rein¬ 
hold in Wieland's Dcntscher Merkur, 1786-87; and the 
Allgemeuic Lifteraturseitung, in Jena, founded in 1785, 
and edited by the philologist Schiitz and the jurist Hufe- 
land, which ofl'ered itself as the organ of the new doctrine. 
Jena became the home and principal stronghold of Kantia¬ 
nism; while by the beginning of the nineteenth century 
almost all German chairs belonged to it, and the non- 
philosophical sciences as well received from it stimulation 
and guiding ideas. 

In the camp of the enemy there was no less of activity. 
The Wolffian, Bberhard of Halle, founded a special journal 
for the purpose of opposing the Kantian philosophy: the 
Philosophisches Magasin, 1789, continued from 1792 as the 
Philosophisches Archiv, The Illumination collected its 
forces in the PhUosophische Bibliothek, edited by Feder and 
Meiners. Nicolai waved the banner of common sense in 
the Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek, and in satirical 
romances, and was handled as he deserved by the heroes 
of poetry and philosophy (cf. the Xenien of Goethe and 
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Schiller, Kant’s Letter on Bookmaking, and Fichte’s cut¬ 
ting disposal of him, Nicolai's Lije and Peculiar Opinions). 
The attacks of the faith-tphilosophers have been already 
noticed (pp. 310—^314). 

The advance from Kant to Fichte was preparing alike 
among friends and enemies, and this in two points. The 
demand was in part for a formal complement (a first prin¬ 
ciple from which the Kantian results could be deduced, and 
hy which the dualism of sense and understanding could be 
overcome), in part for material correction (the removal of 
the thing in itself) and development (to radical idealism). 
Karl Leonhard Keinhold (born at Vienna in 1758; fled 
from a college of the St. Bamabite order, 1783; in 1787-94 
professor in Jena, and then as the successor of Tetens in 
Kiel, where he died in 1823) undertook the former task in 
his Attempt at a New Theory of the Human Faculty of 
Representation, 1789. Kant’s classical theory of the 
faculty of cognition requires for its foundation a theory of 
the faculty of representation, or an elementary philosophy, 
which shall take for its object tlie deduction of the several 
functions of reason (intuition, concejpt, Idea) from the 
original activity of representation. The Kantian philoso- 
j>hy lacks a first principle, which, as first, cannot be 
demonstrable, but only a fact immediately evident and ad¬ 
mitted by everyone. The primal fact, which we seek, is 
consciousness. No one can dispute that every representa¬ 
tion contains three things; the subject, the object, and, bet¬ 
ween the two, the activity of representation. Accordingly 
the principle of consciousness runs: “The representation is 
distinguished in consciousness from the repre.sented 
I object] and the representing [subject!, and is referred 
to both.” From this first principle Reinhold endeavors to 
deduce the well-known principles of the material manifold 
given by the action of objects, and the forms of representa¬ 
tion spontaneously produced by the subject, which combine 
this manifold into unity. When, a few years later, Fichte’s 
Science of Knowledge brilliantly succeeded in bridging the 
gap between sense and understanding by means of a first 
principle, thus accomplishing what Reinhold had attempt¬ 
ed, the latter became one of his adherents, only to attach 
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himself subsequently to Jacobi, and then to Bardili (Out' 
lines of Logic, 1800), and to end with a verbal philosophy 
lacking both in influence and i>ennanence. 

In Reinhokrs elementary philosophy the thing in itself 
was chantged from a problematical, negative, merely limit 
ing concej)i. into a positive element of doctrine. Objections 
were raised against Kantianism, as thus dogmatically modi - 
lied in the direction of realism, by Schulze, Maimon, and 
Beck—by the first for puq>oses of attack, by the second in 
order to further development, and by the third with an exe 
getical purpose, (iottlob Ernst Schulze, professor in llelm- 
stadt, and from 1810 in Gottingen, in his ^nesidemtts 
(1792, published anonymously), which was followed later 
by ])syc]iological works, defended the skeptical position in 
opposition to the Critique of Reason Hume's skepticism 
remains unrefuted by Kant and Reinhold. The thing in 
itself, which is to produce the material of representation 
by affecting the senses, is a self-contradictory idea. The 
ajTplication of the category of cause to things in themselves 
violates the doctrine that the latter are unkn(^wable and 
that the use of the ])ure concepts of the understanding 
beyond the sphere of experience is inadmissible. I'he 
transcendental philosophy has never proved that the ground 
of the material of representation cannot, just as the form 
thereof, reside in the subject itself. 

Side by side with the anti-critical skepticism of ..Eneside- 
mus-Schulze, Salomon Maimon (died 1800; cf. Witte, 
1876). who was highly esteemed by the greatest philoso¬ 
phers of his time, represents critical skepticism. With 
Reinhold he hr»lds consciousness (as the combination of a 
manifold into objective unity) to be the common root of 
.sensibility and understanding, and with Schulze, the con¬ 
cept of the thing in itself to be an imaginary or irrational 
<juanti.ty, a thought that cannot be carried out; it is not 
only unknowable, but unthinkable. That alone is knowable 
which we ourselves produce, hence only the form of repre¬ 
sentation. The matter of representation is “ given,** but 
this does not mean that it arises from the action of the thing 
in itself, but only that we do not know its origin. Under¬ 
standing and sense, or ipontancity and receptivity, do not 
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difSfer generically, but only in degree, viz., as complete and 
incomplete consciousness. Sensation is an incomplete cons- 
ciousness, because we do not know how its abject arises. 

By the removal of the thing in itself JEnesidemus- 
Schulze sought to refute the Kantian theory and Maimon 
to improve it. Sigismund Beck (1761-1840), in his Only 
Possible Standpoint from which the Critical Philosophy 
must be Judged, 1796,* seeks by it to elucidate the Kantian 
theory, holding up idealism as its true meaning. In oppo¬ 
sition to the usual opinion that a representation is true 
when it agrees with its object, he points to the impossibi¬ 
lity of com>paring the one with the other. Of objects out 
of consciousness we can know nothing; after the removal 
of all that is subjective there is nothing positive left of 
the representation. Everything in it is produced by us; 
the matter arises together with the form through the 
“original synthesis.** 

The last mentioned attempts to develop the Kantian phi¬ 
losophy were so far surpassed by Fichte*s great achieve¬ 
ment that they have received from their own age and from 
posterity a less grateful appreciation and remembrance than 
was essentially their due. A phenomenon of a different 
sort, which is also to be placed at the threshold between 
Kant and Fichte, but which forms rather a supplement to 
the noetics and ethics of the latter than a link in the transi¬ 
tion to them, has, on the contrary, gained an honorable 
position in the memory of the German people, viz., Schil¬ 
ler’s aesthetics.f In its center stand the Kantian anti¬ 
thesis of sensibility and reason and the reconciliation of 
the two sides of human nature brought about by its occu¬ 
pation with the beautiful. Artistic activity or the play- 
impulse mediates ibetween the lower, sensuous matter-im¬ 
pulse and the higher, rational form-impulse, and unites 

• This book forms the third volume of his Expository Abridgment 
of the Critical Writings of Professor Kant; in fhc same year appeared 
the Outline of the Critical Philosophy. Cf. on Beck, Dilthey in the 
Archiv fiir Geschichte der Pkilosophie, vol. ii., 1889, pp. 592-^50. 

t The most important of Schiller’s xsthedc essays arc those On Grace 
and Dignity, 1793 ; .On Naive and Sentimental Poetry, 1795—96 ; and 
the Letters on /Esthetic Education, intermediate between them. Cf. 
Kuno Fischer, Schiller ds Philosopk, 1858, 2d ed. {SchtUerschrifun, 
iii., iv.) 1891—92. 

27 



418 


SCHILLER 


the two in harmonious co-operation. Where appetite 
seeks after satisfaction, and where the strict idea of duty 
rules, there only half the man is occupied; neither lust nor 
moral worth is beautiful. In order that beauty and grace 
may arise, the matter-impulse and the fonn-inq)ulse, or 
sensibility and reason, must manifest tliemselves uniformly 
and in harmony. Only when he “plays” is man wholly and 
entirely man; only through art is the development of huma¬ 
nity possible. The discernment of the fact that the beauti¬ 
ful brings into equilibrium the two fundamental impulses, 
one or the other of which preponderates in sensuous desire 
and in moral volition, does not of itself decide the relative 
rank of artistic and moral activity. The recognition of this 
mediating position of art may be connected with the view 
that it forms a transitional stage toward and a means of 
education for morality, as well as with the other, that in 
it human nature attains its completion. Evidence of both 
views can be found in Schiller’s writings. At first he 
favors the Kantian moralism, which admits nothing higher 
than the good will, and sets art the task of edu? 
eating men up to morality by ennobling their natural im¬ 
pulses. Gradually, however, aisthetic activity changes in 
his view from a preparation for morality into the ultii^te 
goal of human endeavor. Peaceful reconciliation is of 
more worth than the spirit’s hardly gained victory in the 
conflict with the sensibility; fine feeling is more than 
rational volition; the highest ideal is tiie beautiful soul, in 
which inclination not merely obeys the command of duty, 
but anticipates it (cf. p. 314). 



CHAPTER X 

FICHTE 

J'icHTE is a Kantian in about the same sense that Plato 
was a Socratic. Instead of taking up and developing parti¬ 
cular critical problems he makes the vivifying kernel, the 
soul of criticism, his own. With tlie self-activity of reason 
(as a real force and as a problem) for his fundament*il 
idea, he outlines with magnificent boldness a new view of 
the world, in which the idealism concealed in Kant’s philo¬ 
sophy under the shell of cautious limitations was roused 
into vigorous life, and the great Konigsberger’s noble 
words on the freedom, the position, and the power of the 
spirit translated from the language of sober foresight into 
that of vigorous enthusiasm. The world can be under¬ 
stood only from the standpoint of spirit, the spirit only 
from the wall. The ego is pure activity, and all reality its 
product. Fichte’s system is all life and action: its aim 
is not to mediate knowledge, but to summon the hearer and 
reader to the production of a new and pregnant funda¬ 
mental view, in which the will is as much a participant as 
the understanding; it begins not with a concept or a pro¬ 
position, but wdth a demand for action (posit thyself; do 
consciously what thou hast done unconsciously so often as 
thou hast called thyself I; analyze, then, the act of self- 
consciousness, and cog^nize in their elements the forces 
from which all reality proceeds) ; its God is not a com¬ 
pleted absolute substance, but a self-realizing world-order. 
This inner vivacity of the Fichtean principle, which recalls 
the pure actuality of Aristotle’s rov^ and the ceaseless 
becoming of Heraclitus, finds its complete parallel in the 
fact that, although he was wanting neither in logical con- 
secutiveness nor in the talent for luminous and popular 
exposition, Fichte felt continually driven to express his 
ideas in new forms, and, just when he seemed to have sue- 
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ceeded in saying what he meant with the greatest clear¬ 
ness, again unsatisfied, to seek still more exact and evident 
renderings for his fundamental .position, which proved so 
difficult to formulate. 

The author of the Wissenschaftslchrc was the son of a 
poor ribbon maker, and was iborn at Rammenau in Lusatia 
in 1762. The talents of the iboy induced the Freiherr von 
Miltiz to give him the advantage of a good education. 
Fichte attended school in Meissen and in Pforta, and was 
a student of theology at the universities of Jena and Leip- 
sic. While a tutor in Zurich he made the acquaintance of 
Lavater and Pestalozzi, as well as of his future wife, Johanna 
Rahn, a niece of Klopstock. Returning to Leipsic, his 
whole mode of thought was revolutionized by the Kantian 
philosophy, in which it was his duty to instruct a pupil. 
This gives to the mind, as his letters confess, an inconceiv¬ 
able elevation above all earthly things. “I have adopted 
a nobler morality, and, instead of occupying myself with 
things without me, have been occupied more with myself.** 
“I now believe with all my heart in human freedom, and 
am convinced that only on this supposition duty and virtue 
of any kind are possible.” “I live in a new world since 
I have read the Critique of Practical Reason, Things which 
I believed never could be proved to me, e.g,, the idea of an 
absolute freedom and duty, have been proved, and I feel 
the happier for it. It is inconceivable what reverence for 
humanity, what power this philosophy gives us, w^hat a 
blessing it is for an age in which the citadels of morality 
had been destroyed, and the idea of duty blotted out from 
all the dictionaries!** A journey to Warsaw, whither he 
had been attracted by the expectation of securing a posi¬ 
tion as a private tutor, soon afforded him the opportunity 
of visiting at Konigsberg the author of the system which 
had effected so radical a transformation in his convictions. 
His rapidly written treatise, Essay toward, a Critique of 
All Revelation, attained the end to which its inception was 
due by gaining for its author a favorable recep¬ 
tion from the honored master. Kant secured for 
Fichte a tutor's position in Dantzic, and a pub¬ 
lisher for his maiden work. When this appeared. 
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at Easter, 1792, the name of its author was by 
oversight omitted from the title page, together with the 
preface, which had been furnished after the rest of the book; 
and as the anonymous work was universally ascribed to 
Kant (whose religious philosophy was at this time eagerly 
looked for), the young writer became famous at a stroke 
as soon as the error was explained. A second edition was 
issued as early as the following year. 

After his marriage in Zurch, where he had completed 
several political treatises (the address, Reclamation oj the 
Freedom of Thought from the Princes of Europe, who haz^e 
hitherto suppressed it, Heliopolis in the Last Year of the 
Old Darkness, and the two Hefte, Contributions toward 
the Correction of the Public Judgment on the French Re- 
zfolution, 1793), Fichte accepted, in 1794, a call to Jena, in 
place of Reinhold, who had gone to Kiel, and whose popu¬ 
larity was soon exceeded by his own. The same year saw 
the birth of the IVissenschaftslehre. His stay in Jena was 
embittered by conflicts with the clergy, who took offense at 
his ethical lectures (On the Vocation of the Scholar) held 
on Sunday mornings (though not at an hour which inter- 
fered with church service), and with the students, w^ho, 
after they had been untrue to their decision—which they 
liad formed as a result of these lectures—to dissolve their 
societies or orders, gave vent to their spite by repeatedly 
smashing the windows of Fichte’s residence. Accordingly 
he took leave of absence, and spent the summer of 1795 in 
Osmannstiidt. The years 179^98, in which, besides the 
two Introductions to the Science of Knozvledge, the Natural 
Right and the Science of Ethics (one of the most all impor ¬ 
tant works in German philosophical literature) appeared, 
mark the culmination of Fichte’s famous labors. The so- 
called atheistic controversy* resulted in Fichte’s departure 
from Jena. The Philosophisches Journal, which since 1797 
had been edited by Fichte in association with Niethammer. 
had published an article by Magister Forberg, rector at 
Saalfeld, entitled ‘"The Development of the Concept of Reli¬ 
gion,” and as a conciliating introduction to this a short 
essay by Fichte, “On the Ground of our Belief in a Divine 
* Cf. Karl August Hase, Jenaisehes FichtehUchlein, 1856. 
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Goveinmeivt ol the World For this it was confiscated 
by the Dresden government on the charge of containing 
atheistical matter, while other courts were summoned to 
take like action. In Weimar hopes were entertained of an 
amicable adjustment of the matter. But when Fichte, after 
publishing two vindicationsf couched in vehement language, 
had in a private letter uttered the threat that he would 
answer with his resignation any censure proceeding from 
the University Senate, not only was censure for indiscre¬ 
tion actually imposed, but his (threatened) resignation 
accepted. 

Going to Berlin, P'ichte found a friendly government, 
a numerous public for his lectures, and a stimulating circle 
of friends in the romanticists, the brothers Schlegel, Tieck, 
Schleiermacher, etc. In the first years of his Berlin resi¬ 
dence there appeared The Vocation of Alan, The Exchiswe 
Commercial State, 1800; The Sun-clear Report to the 
Larger Public on the Essential Nature of the New Philoso¬ 
phy, and the Answer to Reinhold, 1801. Three works, which 
were the outcome of his lectures and were published in the 
year 1806 (Characteristics of the Present Age, The Nature 
of the Scholar, Way to the Blessed Life or Doctrine of 
Religion), form a connected whole. In the summer of 180.S 
Fichte filled a professorship at Erlangen, and later, after 
the outbreak of the war, he occupied for a short time a 

• It is a mistake, Fichte writes here, referring to the conclusion of 
Forbcrg’s article (“ Is there a God ? It is and remains uncertain,** 
etc.), to say that it is doubtful whether there is a Cod or not. That 
tl^ere is a moral order of the world, which assigns to each rational 
individual his determined place and counts on his work, is most certain, 
nay, it is the ground of all other certitude. The living and operative 
moral order (ordo ordinans) is itself God ; we need no other God, 
and can conceive no other. There is no ground in reason for going 
beyond this world-order to postulate a particular being as its cause. 
Whoever ascribes personality and consciousne.ss to this particular being 
makes it finite ; consciousness belongs only to the individual, limited 
ego. And it is allowable to state this frankly and to beat <knvn the 
prattle of the schools, in order that the true religion of joyous well¬ 
doing may lift up its head. 

f Appeal to the Public, and Formal Defense against the Charge of 
Atheism, J799. The first of these maintains tlhat Fichte’s standpoint 
and that of his opponents arc related as duty and advantage, sensible 
and suprasensible, and that the substantial God of his accusers, to be 
derived from the sensibility, is, as personified fate, as the distributer 
of all haippiness and unhappiness to finite beings, a miserable fetich. 
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chair at Konigsbcr^cr, finding a permanent university posi¬ 
tion at the foundation of the University of Berlin in 1810. 
His glowing Addresses to the German Nation, 1808, which 
essentially aided in arousing the national spirit, have 
caused his name to live as one of the greatest of orators and 
most ardent of patriots in circles of the German people 
where his philosophical importance cannot be understood. 
His death in 1814 was also a result of unselfish labor in the 
service of the Fatherland. He succumbed to a nervous 
fever contracted from his wife, who, with self-sacrifice equal 
to his own, had sliared in the care of the wounded, and who 
had brought the contagion back wdth her from the hospital. 
On his monument is inscribed the beautiful text, ‘^Thc 
teachers shall shine as the brightness of the firmament, and 
they that turn many to righteousness as the stars that 
shine forever and ever.** Forberg in his journal records 
this estimate: The leading trait in Fichte’s character is 
his absolute integrity. All his words are weighty and 
important. His principles are stem and little modified 
by affability. The spirit of his philosophy is proud and 
courageous, one which does not so much lead as possess 
us and carry us along. His philosophemes are inquiries 
in which we see the truth arise before our eyes, and which 
just for this reason lay the foundations of science and 
conviction. ^ 

The philosopher’s son, Immanuel Hermann Fichte (his 
own name was Johann Gottlieb), wTote a biography of his 
father (1830; 2d ed., 1862), and supervised the publica¬ 
tion of both the Posthumous Works (1834-35, 3 vols.) and 
the Collected Works (1845-46, 8 vols.). The simple and 
luminous FacU of Consciousness of 1811, or 1817 (not the 
lecture of 1813 with the same title), is esi)ecially valuable 
as an introduction to the system. Among the maft^ 
redactions of the Wissenschaftslehre, the epoch-making 
Foundation of the whole Science of Knowledge, 1794» with 
the two Introductions to the Science of Knowledge, 1797, 
takes the first rank, while of the practical works the most im¬ 
portant are the Foundation of Natural Right according to the 
Principles of the Science of Knowledge, 1796, and tlie System 
of the Science of Ethics according to the. Principles of the 
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Science of Knowledge, 1798, and next to these the Lectures 
on the Theory of the State, 1820 (delivered in 1813).* 

L The Science of Knowledge. 

(a) The Problem.—In Fichte's judgment Kant did not 
succeed in carrying through the transfonnation in thought 
which it was his aim to effect, hecaiise the age did not under¬ 
stand the spirit of his philosophy. 'This spirit, and wdth it 
the great service of Kant, consists in transcendental idealism, 
which by the doctrine that objects conform themselves to 
representations, not representations to objects, draws phil¬ 
osophy away from external objects and leads it back into 
ourselves. We liave follow’ed the letter, he thinks, instead 
of the spirit of Kant, and ^because of a few passages with a 
dogmatic ring, whose references to a given matter, the thing 
in itself, and the like, were intended only as preliminary, 
iiave overlooked the numberless others in which the con¬ 
trary is distinctly maintained. Thus the interpreters of 
Kant, using their own prejudices as a criterion, have read 
into him exactly that which he sought to refute, and have 
made the destroyer of all dogmatism himself a dogmatist; 
thus in the Kantianism of the Kantians there has sprung 
up a marvelous combination of crude dogmatism and un¬ 
compromising idealism. Though such an absurd mingling 
of entirely heterogeneous elements may be excused in the 
case of interpreters and successors, who have had to con¬ 
struct for themselves the guiding principle of the whole 
from their study of the critical writings, yet we cannot 

• At the same time as J. H. Lowe’s book Die Philosophie Fichtes, 
1862, there appeared in celebration of the centenary of Fichte’s birth 
year, or birthday, a large number of minor essays and addresses by 
Friedrich Harms, A. L. Kym, Trendelenburg, Franz Hoffman, Karl 
Hoyder, F. C. Lott, Karl Kdstlin, J. B. Meyer, and others (cf. Reichlin- 
Mcldcgg in vol. xlii. of the Zeitschrift fur Philosophie), Lasson has 
written, 1863, on Fichte’s relation to Church and state, Zeller on Fichte 
as a political thinker {Vortriige und Abhandlungen, 1865), and 
F. Zimmer on his philosophy of religion. Among foreign works we 
may note Adamson’s Fichte, 1881, and the English translations of 
several of Fichte’s works by Kroeger [Science of Knowledge, 1868 : 
Sete^ of Rights, 1869—both also, 1889] and William Smith [Popular 
Writings, 4th cd., 1889; also Evfcrett’s Fichte^s Science of Knowledge 
(Griggs’s Philosophical Classics, 1884), and several translations in the 
Joum^ of Speculative Philosophy, including one of The Facts of 
Consciofisness.-^TK,] 



KANTS OMISSIONS 


425 


assiune it in the author of the system, unless we believe tlie 
Critique of Pure Reason the result of the strangest chance, 
and not the work of intellect. Two men only, Beck, the 
teacher of the Standpoint, and Jacobi, the clearest anind of 
the century, are to be mentioned with respect as having 
risen a<lx^ve the confusion of the time to the perception that 
Kant teaches idealism, that, according to him, the object 
is not given, but made. 

1 besides the perspicuity winch would have prevented 
these misunderstandings, Fichte misses something further 
in Kant’s work. Considered as a system Kant’s exposi¬ 
tions were inco-mplete; and, on his own confession, his aim 
was not to furnish the science itself, but only the founda- 
lion and the materials for it. Therefore, although the 
Kantian philosophy is established as far as its inner con¬ 
tent is concerned, there is still need of earnest work to 
systematize the fragments and results which he gives into a 
firmly connected and impregnable whole. The Wissen- 
schaftslehrc takes this completion of idealism for its 
mission. It cannot solve the problem by a conuncntary 
on the Kantian writings, nor by the correction and addition 
ot particulars, but only by restoring the whole at a stroke. 
He alone finds the truth who new creates it in himself, 
independently and in his own way. Thus Fichte's system 
contains the same view of the matter as the critical system 
—the author is aware, runs the preface to the programme. 
On the Concept of the Science of Knowledge, 1794, “that he 
iie\'er will be able to say anything at which Kant has not 
hinted, immediately or mediately, more or less clearly, 
before him,"—but in his procedure he is entirely independ¬ 
ent of the Kantian exposition. We shall first raise the 
question. What in the Kantian philosophy is in need of 
completion? and, secondly, What method must l>e adopted 
in completing it ? 

Kant discus.ses the laws of intelligence when they are 
already applied to objects, without enlightening u.s con¬ 
cerning the ground of these laws. He derived the pure 
concepts (the laws of substantiality, of causality, etc.) from 
(loigic, and thus mediately from) experience instead of 
deducing them from the nature of intelligence; similarly he 
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never furnished this deduction for the forms of intuition, 
space and time. In order to understand that intelligence, 
and why intelligence, must act in just this way (must think 
just by means of these categories), we must prove, and 
not merely, with Kant, assert, that these functions or 
forms are really laws of thought—or, what amounts to the 
same thing, that they are conditions of self-consciousness. 
Again, even if it be granted that Kant has explained the 
properties and relations of things (that they appear in space 
and time, and that their accidents must be referred to sub¬ 
stances), the question still remains unanswered, Whence 
comes the matter which is taken up into these forms? So 
long as the whole object is not made to arise before the 
eyes of the thinker, dogmatism is not driven out of its last 
comer. The thing in itself is, like the rest, only a thought 
in the ego. If thus the antithesis between the form and the 
matter of cognition undergoes modification, so, further, the 
allied distinction between understanding and sensibility 
must, as Reinhold accurately recognized, be reduced to a 
common ])rinciple and receptivity be conceived as self- 
limiting spontaneity. In his practical philosophy also 
Kant left much unfinished. The categorical imperative is 
susceptible of further deduction, it is not the principle 
itself, but a conclusion from the true principle, from 
the injunction to absolute selj-dependence on the part oj 
reason; moreover, the nature of our consciousness of the 
moral law must be more thoroughly discussed, and in 
order to gain a real, instead of a merely formal, ethics the 
relation of this law to natural impulse. Finally, Kant 
never discussed the foundation of philosophy as a whole, 
but always separated its theoretical from its practical side, 
and Reinhold also did nothing to remove this dualism. In 
short, some things that Kant only asserted or presupposed 
can and must be proved, some that he kept distinct must 
be united. In what way are both to be accomplished ? 

Since correct inferences from correct premises yield cor¬ 
rect results, and correct inference is easy to secure, every¬ 
thing depends on the correct point of departure. If we 
neglect this and consider only the process and the results 
of inference, there are two consistent systems : the dogmatic 
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or realistic course of thou(ght, which seeks to derive rej)res- 
entations from things ; and the idealistic, which, conversely, 
seeks to derive being from thought. Now, no matter how 
consistently dogmatism may proceed (and when it does so 
it becomes, like the system of Spinoza, materialism and 
fatalism or determinism, maintaining that all is nature, 
and all goes on mechanically; treats the spirit as a thing 
among others, and denies its metaphysical and moral inde¬ 
pendence, its immateriality and freedom), it may be shown to 
l)e false, because it starts from a false principle. Thought 
can never ])e derived from bein(g, because it is not contained 
therein; from being only being can proceed, and never 
representation. Being, however, can !)e derived from 
thought, for consciousness is also being; nay, it is more 
tlian this, it is conscious being. And as consciousness con¬ 
tains both being and a knowledge of tliis being, idealism 
is superior to realism, because idealism includes the latter 
as a moment in itself, and hence can explain it, though it 
is not explicable by it. Dogmatism makes the mistake of 
going beyond consciousness or the ego, and working with 
empty, merely formal concepts. A concept is empty when 
nothing actual corresponds to it, or no intuition can be sub¬ 
sumed under it (here it is to be noted that, besides sensu¬ 
ous intuition, there is an intellectual intuition also; an 
example is found in the ego as a self-intuition being). Phi¬ 
losophy, indeed, may abstract and must abstract, must rise 
above that which is given—for how could she explain life 
and jjarticular knowledge if she assumed no higher stand- 
ix)int than her object?—but true abstraction is nothing 
(tther than the separation of factors which in experience 
always present themselves together; it analyzes empirical 
consciousness in order to reconstruct it from its elements, 
it causes empirical consciousness to arise before our eyes, 
it is a pragmatic history of consciousness. Such abstraction, 
undertaken in order to a genetic consideration of the ego, 
docs not go beyond experience, but penetrates into the 
depths of experience, is not transcendent, but transcendental, 
and, since it remains in close touch with that which is 
intuitable, yields a real philosophy in contrast to all merely 
formal philosophy. 
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These theoretical advantages of idealism are supple¬ 
mented 1)\ momentous reasons of a practical kind, which 
determine the choice -between the two systems, besides 
which none other is possible. The moral law says: Thou 
shalt be self dependent. If I ought to be so I must be able 
to be so; but if I were matter I would not be able. Thus 
idealism proves itself to be the ethical mode of fepgght, 
while the opposite mode shows that those who favor it 
have not raised themselves to that independence of all that 
is external which is morally enjoined, for in order to be able 
to know ourselves free we must have made ourselves free.’^ 
Thus the philosophy which a man chooses depends on what 
sort of a man he is. If, on the other hand, the categorical 
imperative calls for belief in the reality of the external 
world and of other minds, this is nothing against idealism. 
For idealism does not deny the realism of life, but explains 
it as a necessary, though not a final, mode of intuition. 
The domgatic mode of thought is merely an explanation 
from the standpoint of common consciousness, and for 
idealism, as tlie only view which is both scientifically and 
practically satisfactory, this explanation itself needs explain¬ 
ing. Realism and idealism, like natural impulse and moral 
will in the sphere of action, are lx)th grounded in reason. 
But idealism is the true standpoint, because it is able to 
comprehend and explain the opposing theory, while the 
converse is not the case. 

The nature, the goal, and the methods of the Science of 
Knowledge have now been determined. It is genuine, 
thoroughgoing idealism, which raises the Kantian philos¬ 
ophy to the rank of an evident science by deducing its 
premises from a first principle which is immediately cer¬ 
tain, and by removing the twofold dualism of -intuition 
and thouight, of knowledge and volition, viz., by proving 
both contraries acts of one and the same ego. While 
Reinhold had sought a supreme truth as a fundamental 


* Cf, O. Licbmann {JJeber den individueUcn Beweis fiir die FreiheU 
des Willens, p. 131, 1866). “Here wc discover the noteworthy point 
wiiere theoretical and practical philosophy actually pass over into each 
other. For this principle results; In ord^ to carry out the individual 
proof for the freedom of the will, I must do my duty.^* 
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principle of unity, without which the doctrine of knowledge 
would lack the systematic form essential to science, while 
Beck had interpreted the spirit of the Kantian philosophy 
in an idealistic sense, and Jacobi had demanded the elimina¬ 
tion of the thing in itself, all these desires combined are 
fulfilled in Fichte’s doctrine, and at the same time the 
results of the Critique of Reason are given that evidence 
which -^nesidemus-Schulze had missed in them. As an 
answer to the question, *‘Ho>v is knowledge brought 
about?” (as well the knowledge of common sense as that 
given in the particular sciences), “how is experience possi¬ 
ble?’’, and as a construction of common consciousness a.s 
this manifests itself in life and in the particular sciences, 
Fichteanism adopts the name Scieficc of KfW7vledfre, being 
distinguished from the ]>articular sciences in' the fact tliat 
they discuss the voluntary, and it the necessary, representa¬ 
tions or actions of the spirit. (The representation of a 
triangle or a circle is a free one, it may be omitted; the 
representation of space in general is a necessar>^ one, from 
which it is impossible for us to abstract. ) How does 
intelligence come to liave sensations, to intuit space and 
time, and to form just such categories ( thing and property, 
cause and effect, and not others quite different) ? While 
Kant correctly described these functions of the intuit¬ 
ing and thinking spirit, and showed them actual, they must 
further be proven, be shown necessary or deduced. 
Deduced whence? From the “deed-acts” (Thathand- 
hmgen) of the ego which lie at the basis of all consciousness, 
and the highest of which are formulated in three principles. 

(b) The Three Principles.—^At the portal of the Science 
of Knowledge we are met not by an assertion, but by a sum¬ 
mons—a summons to self-contemplation. 'JTiink anything 
whatever and observe .what thou dost, and of necessity must 
do, in thinking. Thou wilt discover that thou dost never 
think an object without thinking thyself therewith, that it 
is absolutely impossible for thee to abstract from thine ego. 
And second, consider what thou dost when thou dost think 
thine “ego.” This means to affirm or posit one’s self, to be 
a subject-object. This nature of self-consciousness is the 
identity of representing [subject] and the represented 
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[object]. The pure is not a fact, hut an original doing, 
the act of beiiis: for self (FUrsichsein), and the (philosoph¬ 
ical. or—as seems to be the case according to some pas¬ 
sages—even the common) consciousness of this doing an 
intellectual intuition; through this we become conscious 
of the deed-act whicli is ever (though unconsciously) per¬ 
forming. This is the meaning of the first of the principles: 
“‘Tile ego posits originally and absolutely its own being,” 
or, more briefly: The ego posits itself; more briefly still: 
1 am. The nature of the ego consists in positing itself as 
existing."^ Since, besides this self-cogitation of the ego, an 
op-|)osition is found among the facts of empirical conscious¬ 
ness (thiiiic only of the principle of contradiction), and yet, 
besides the ego, there is nothing which could be opposed, 
we must assume as a second principle: To the ego there 
is alisolutely opposited a non-ego. These two principles 
mirst he united, and this can l)e accomplished only by 
IKisiting the contraries (ego and non-ego), since they are 
l)oth in the ego, as reciprocally limiting or partially sublat- 
ing one another, that is, each as divisible (capable of quanti- 
tiitive determination). Accordingly the third principle 
runs: “The ego opjDOses in the ego a divisible non-ego to 
the divisible ego.” From these principles Fichte deduces 
the three laws of thought, identity, contradiction, and suffi¬ 
cient reason, and the three categories of quality—reality, 
negation, and limitation or determination. Instead of 
following him in these labors, we may emphasize the signifi¬ 
cance of his view of the ego as pure activity without an 
underlying substratum, with which he carries dynamism 
over from the Kantian philosophy of nature to meta- 

• The ego spoken of in the first of the principles, the ego as the 
object of intellectual intuition and as the ground and creator of all 
being, is, as tlie second Introduction to the Science of Knowledge 
clearly announces, not the individual, but the I-ncss (Jchheit) (whicli 
is to be presupposed as the prius of the manifold of representation, 
and which is exalted above the opposition of subject and object), 
mentality in general, eternal reason, which is common to all and the 
same in all, which is present in all thinking and at the basis thereof, 
and to which particular persons sund related merely as accidents, as 
instruments, as special expressions, destined more and more to lose 
themselves in the universal form of reason. But, further still, a dis¬ 
tinction must be made between the absolute ego as intuition (as the 
form of I-ncss), from which the Science of Knowledge sifiirts, and the 
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physics. We must not conceive the ego as something 
which must exist before it can put forth its activities. 
Doing is not a property or consequence of being, but being 
is an accident and effect of doing. All substantiality is 
derivative, activity is primal; being afHses jrom doing. The 
ego is nothing more than self-position; it exists not only 
for itself (far sich), but also through itself (durch nch). 

11ie actions expressed in the three principles are never 
found pure in experience, nor do they rq^resent isolated 
acts of the ego. Intelligence can think nothing without 
thinking itself therewith; it is equally impossible for it to 
think ‘T am” without at the same time thinking something 
else which is nut itself; .subject and oibject are inseparable. 
It is rather true that the acts of .position described are one 
single, all-inclusive act, which forms only the first member 
in a connected system of j)re-conscious actions, through 
which con.sciousness is produced, and the complete investi¬ 
gation of whose members constitutes the further business 
of the Science of Knowledge as a theory of the nature of 
reason. In this the Science of Knowledge employs a 
method which, by its rhythm of analysis and synthesis, 
development and reconciliation of opposites, became the 
model of Hegel’s dialectic method. The synthesis described 
in the third principle, although it balances thesis and 
antithesis and unites them in itself, still contains contrary 
elements, in order to whose corribination a new synthesi.s 
must be sought. In this, in turn, the analytic discover>' 
and the synthetic adjustment of a contrariety is repeated, 
etc., etc. The original synthesis, moreover, prescribes a 
division of the inquiry into two parts, one theoretical and 

ego as Idea (as the supreme goal of practical endeavor), with which 
it ends. In neither is the ego conceived as individual ; in the former 
the l-ncss is not yet determined to the point of individuality, in the 
latter individuality has disappeared. Fichte is right when he thinks 
it remarkable that “a system whose beginning and end and whole 
nature is aimed at forgetfulness of in^viduality in the theoretical 
sphere and denial of it in the practical sphere ” should be ** called 
egoism.** And yet not only opponents, but even adherents of Fichte, 
as is shown by Friedrich SchlegeTs philosophy of genius, have, by con¬ 
fusing the pure and the empirical ego, be^ guilty of the mistake thus 
censured. On the philosophy of ibe romanticists cf. £rdmann*s 
History, vol. ii. §S 314, 315 ; Zeller, p. 562 seq ,; and R. Haym, Die 
Romanrische Schule, 1870. 
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the other practical. For it contains the following principles: 
The ego posits itself as limited by the non-ego—it functions 
cognitively; and: The ego posits itself as determining the 
non-ego—it functions volitionally and actively. 

(c) The Theoretical Ego.—In positing itself as deter- 
niineci by the non-ego, the ego is at once passive (affected by 
something other than itself) and active (it posits it.s own 
limitation). This is possible only as it posits reality in itself 
only in part, and transfers to the non-ego so much as it. does 
not posit in itself. Passivity is diniinislied activity, nega¬ 
tion of the totality of reality. From reflection on this 
relation between ego and non-ego spring the categories 
of reciprocal determination, of causality (the non-ego 
as the cause of the passion of the ego), and substantiality 
(^this ]>assion merely the self-limitation of the ego). The 
conflict between the causality of the non-ego (by which the 
ego is affected) and the substantiality of the ego (in which 
and the activity of which all reality is contained) is resolved 
only by the assumption of two activities (or, rather, of two 
opposite directions of one activity) in the ego, one of 
which (centrifugal, expansive) strives infinitely outward 
while the other (centripetal or contractile) sets a bound to 
the former, and drives the ego back into itself, where¬ 
upon another excursus follows, and a new limitation and 
return, etc. With every repetition of this double act of 
production and reflection a special class of representa¬ 
tions arises. Through the first limitation of the in itself 
unlimited activity “sensation” arises (as a product, of 
the “productive imagination”). Because the ego produces 
this unconsciously, it appears to be given, brought about by 
influence from without. The second stage, “intuition,” is 
reached when the ego reflects on sensation, when it 
opposes to itself something foreign which limits it 
Thirdly, by reflection on intuition an “image” of that 
which is intuited is constructed, and, as such, distinguished 
from a real thing to which the image corresponds; at this 
point the categories and the forms of intuition, space and 
time, appear, which thus arise along with the object.* The 

* The dbjecc is a product of the ego only for the observer, nor for 
the observed ego itself, to which, from this standpoint of imagination, 
it appears rather as a thing in itself independent of the ego and affect* 
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fourth stadium is “ understanding,” which steadies the 
fluctuating intuition into a concept, realizes the object, and 
looks upon it as the cause of the intuition. Fifthly, 
judgment ” makes its appearance as the faculty of free 
reflection and abstraction, or the power to consider a 
definite content or to abstract from it. As judg¬ 
ment is itself the condition of the bound reflection of the 
understanding, so it points in turn to its condition, to 
the sixth and highest stage of intelligence, “ reason,” by 
means of which we are able to aibstract from all objects 
whate\^er, while reason itself, pure self-consciousness, is 
that from which abstraction is never possible. It is only 
in the highest stage that consciousness or a representation 
of representation takes place. And at the culmination of 
the theoretical ego the point of transition to the practical 
ego a])pears. Here the ego becomes aware that in positing 
itself as determined by the non-ego it has only limited 
itself, and therefore is itself the ground of the whole content 
of ciMisciousness; here it api>rehends itself as determining 
the non-ego or as acting, and recognizes as its chief mission 
to impress the form of the ego as far as possible on the 
non-ego, and ever to extend the boundary further. 

The ” deduction of representation ” whose outline has 
just been given was the first example (often imitated 
in the school of Schelling and Hegel) of a constructive 
psychology, which, from the mission or the concept of the 
soul—in this case from the nature of self-consciousness— 
deduces the various psychical functions as a system of 
actions, each of which is in its place implied by the rest, 
as it in turn presupposes them. 'Fliis is distinguished from' 
the sensationalistic psychology, which is also genetic (cf: 
pp. 245-250), as w^ell as from the mechanical or associational 
psychology, which likewise excludes the idea of an isolated 
coexistence of mental faculties, by the fact that it demands 
a new manifestation of the soul-ground in order to the 
ascent from one member of the series to the next higher. 

ing it. Further, it must so appear, because the ego, in its after reflec¬ 
tion on its productive activity, and just by this reflection, transforms 
the productive action considered into a fixed and independent product 
found existing. 

28 
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It is also distinguished from sensationalism by its teleolog¬ 
ical |X)int of view. For no matter how much Fichte, too, 
may si)cak of the mechanism of consciousness, it is plain to 
the reader of the theoretical part of his system not only 
that he makes this mechanism work in the service of an 
end, but also that he finds its origin in purposive activity of 
the ego; while the practical part gives further and decisive 
confimxation of the fact. ITie danger and the defect of 
such a constructive treatment of psychology—as we may 
at once remark for all later attempts—lies in imagining that 
the task of mental science lias been accomplished and all 
its problems solved when each particular activity of the 
ego has been assgined its mission and work for the whole, 
and its place in the system, without any indication of the 
means through which this destination can be fulfilled. 

(d) The Practical Ego.—^The deduction of represen¬ 
tation has shown how (through what unconscious acts of the 
ego) the different stages of cognition, the three sensuous and 
the three intellectual functions of representation, come into 
being. It has proved incapable, however, of giving any 
account of the w'ay in which the ego comes at one point 
to arrest its activity, which tends infinitely outward, and 
to turn it back upon itself. We know, indeed, that this 
first limitation, through which sensation arises, and on 
which as a basis the understanding, by continued reflection 
constructs the objective world, was necessary in order that 
consciousness and knowledge might arise. If the ego did 
not limit its infinite activity neither representation nor an 
objective world would exist But why, then, are there such 
things as consciousness, representation, and a world? From 
the standpoint of the theoretical ego this problem, “Whence 
the original non-ego or opposition (Anstoss), which impels 
the ego back upon itself?” cannot be solved, since it is only 
through the opposition tliat it itself arises. The “deduc¬ 
tion of the opposition,” which the theoretical part of the 
Science of Knowledge did not furnish, is to be looked for 
from the practical part. The primacy of practical rea¬ 
son, already emphasized by Kant, gives us the answer : 
The ego limits itself and is theoretical, in order to be practi¬ 
cal. The whole machinery of representation and the re- 
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presented world exists only to furnish us the .possibility of 
fulfilling our duty. We are intelligence in order that we 
niay be able to he will. 

Action, action—^that is the end of our existence. Action 
is giving form to matter, it is the alteration or elaboration 
of an object, the conquest of an impediment, of a lim¬ 
itation. We cannot act unless we have something in, on, 
and against which to act. Tlie world of sensation and 
intuition is nothing but a means for attaining our ethical 
destiny, it is *'the material of our duty under the form of 
sense.*' The theoretical ego posits an object {Gegensiand) 
that the practical ego may experience resistance (Wider- 
stand,) No action is .possible without a world as the object 
of action; no w’Orld is possible without a cosciousness 
which represents it; no consciousness possible without 
reflection of the ego on itself; no reflection without lim¬ 
itation, without an opposition or non-ego. The Ansfoss is 
deduced. The ego posits a limit (is theoretical) in order 
(as practical) to overcome it. Our duty is the only per sc 
(Ansich) of the phenomenal world, the only truly real 
element in it: ‘Things are in themselves that w^hch we 
ought to make of them.'* Objectivity exists only to he 
more and more sublated, that is, to be so worked up that 
the activity of the ego may in it become evident.—The 
same ground of explanation which reveals the necessity of 
an external nature enables us to understand why the one 
infinite ego (the universal life or the Deity, as Fichte puts 
it in his later works) divides into the many empirical 
egos or individuals, why it does not carry out its plan im¬ 
mediately, but through finite spirits as its organs. Action 
is possible only under the form of the individual, only in 
individuals are consciousness and morality possible. With¬ 
out resistance, no action; without conflict, no morality. 
Individuality, it is true, is to be overcome and destroyed 
in moral endeavor; but in order to this it must have existed. 
Virtue is a conquest over external and internal nature. 

A gradation of practical functions corresponding to the 
series of theoretical activities leads from feeling and striv¬ 
ing (longing and desire) throi^h the system of impulses 
(the impulse to representation or reflection, to production, 
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t() satisfaction) up to moral will or the imij>ulse to harmony 
with self, which stands opposed to the natural impulses as 
the categorical imperative. The practical ego mediates 
between the theoretical and the absolute ego. The ego 
ought t-o be infinite and self-dependent, but finds itself 
finite and dependent on a non-ego—a contradiction which 
is resolved by tlie ego becoming practical, by the fact that 
ill ever increasing measure it suibdues nature to itself, and 
by such increasing extension of the boundary draws 
nearer and ever nearer to the realization of its destination, 
to become absolute ego. 

2. The Science of Ethics and of Right. 

The moral law demands the control of the sensuous im¬ 
pulse by the pure impulse. If the former aims at comfort¬ 
able ease and enjoyment, the latter is directed tow^ard satis¬ 
faction with one’s self, to endeavor and self-dependence. 
(Enjoyment is inevitable, it is true, as satisfaction where 
any impulse whatever is carried out; only it must not form 
the end of action.) Morality is activity for its own sake, 
the radical evil—from which only a miracle can deliver us, 
but a miracle which we must ourselves perform—is inert¬ 
ness, lack of will to rise above the natural determinatcness 
of the impulse of self-preservation to the clear conscious¬ 
ness of duty and of freedom. For the moral man there 
is no resting; each end attained becomes for him the im¬ 
pulse to renewed endeavor, each task fulfilled leads him 
to a fresh one. Become self-dependent, act autonomously, 
make thyself free; let every action have a place in a series, 
in the continuation of which the ego must become inde- 
pendent. To this fonnal and universal norm, again, there 
is added a special injunction for each individual. Each 
individual spirit has its definite mission assigned to it by the 
world-order; each ought to do that which it alone should 
and can do. Always fulfil! thy moral vocation, thy special 
destination*. Or both in popular combination: Never act 
contrary to conscience. 

The elevation to freedom is accomplished gradually. At 

• Although Fichte was justly charged with surpassing even the 
i^stractness of the Kantian ethics witli his bald moral principle, the self- 
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first freedom consists only in the consciousness of the natural 
impulse, then follows a breaking away from this by means 
of maxims, which in the beginning are maxims of individual 
happiness. Later on a blind enthusiasm for self-depend¬ 
ence arises and produces an heroic spirit, which would 
rather be generous than just, which bestows sympathy more 
readily than respect; true morality, however, does not arise 
until, with constant attention U) the law’ and continued 
watchfulness of self, duty is done for its own vsake. No 
man is for a moment secure of his morality without contin¬ 
ued endeavor. In order to deliverance from the original sin 
of inertness and its train, cowardice and falsity, men stand 
in need of examples, such as have been given them in the 
founders of religions, to construe for them the riddle of 
freedom. The necessary enlightenment concerning moral 
conviction is given by the Church, w’hose syml)ols are not 
to be looked upon as dogmatic proi[>ositions, but only as 
means for the proclamation of the eternal verities, and 
W'hich. like the state (for both are institutions based on 
necessity), has for its object to make itself unnecessary as 
time goes on. 

The system of duties distinguishes four classes of duties 
on the basis of the twofold opposition of universal (non- 
transferable) and particular (transferable) duties, and of 
unconditional duties (directed to the whole) and condi¬ 
tional duties (directed toward self). These four classes are 
the duties of self-preservation, of class, of non-interference 
with others, and of vocation. 'ITie lower calling includes 
the producers, artisans, and tradesmen, w^hose action tenni- 
nates directly on nature; and the higher, the scholars, 
teachers of the people or clergy, artists, and government 
officials, w-ho work directly on the community of rational 
beings. Fichte's thoughtful and s>TmpatheticaIly wTitten 
discussion of marriage is in pleasant contrast to the bald, 
purely legal view of this relation adopted by Kant. 

Natural right is for Fichte, as for Kant, whose theory of 
right, moreover, appeared later than Fichte's, entirely inde- 

dcpcndcncc of the ego, he dcscr\'cs praise for liaving given ctliics a 
concrete content of indisputable sc»indncss and utility by his introduc¬ 
tion of Jacobi's idea of purified individuality (cf. p. 314). 
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pendent of ethics, and distinguished from the latter by its 
exclusive reference to external conduct instead of to the 
disposition and the will. The rule of right gains from the 
moral law, it is true, new sanction for conscience, but can¬ 
not be derived from the law.—^The concept of right is to be 
deduced as a necessary act of the e^go, i.e,, to be shown a 
condition of self-consciousness. The ego must posit itself 
as an individual, and can accomplish this only by positing 
itself in a relation of right to other finite rational beings: 
without a thou, no I. A finite rational being cannot posit 
itself without ascribing to itself a free activity in an external 
sense-world; and it cannot effect this latter unless (1) it 
ascribes free activity to other beings as well, hence not witli- 
oiit assuming other finite rational beings outsicte itself, 
and positing itself as standing in the relation oj right to 
them; and unless (2) it ascribes to itself a material body 
and posits this as standing under the influence of a per¬ 
son outside it. But, further, Fichte considers it pos¬ 
sible to deduce the particular constitution both of the 
external world and of the human body (as the sphere of all 
free actions possible to the person). In the former there 
must be present a tough, durable matter capable of resist¬ 
ance, and light and air in order to the possibility of inter¬ 
course between spirits; while the latter must be an organ¬ 
ized, articulated nature-product, furnished with senses, 
capable of infinite detennination, and adapted to all con¬ 
ceivable motions. 

If a community of free beings, such as has been shown 
the condition of individual self-consciousness, is to be pos¬ 
sible, the following must hold as the law of right: So limit 
thy freedom that others may be free along with thee. 
This law is conditioned on the lawful ibehavior of others. 
Where this is lacking, where my fellow does not recognize 
and treat me as a free, rational being, the right of coercion 
comes in; coercion, however, is not to be exercised by 
the individual himself—since then there would be no 
guaranty either for its successful exercise or for the non¬ 
violation of the legal limit—^but devolves upon the state. 
The state takes its origin in the common will of all to unite 
for the safeguarding of their rights, and detehnines by 
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positive laws (intermediate between the law of right and 
legal judgments) what shall ‘be considered rights. Thus 
there result three subjects for natural right: original rights 
or the sum of that which pertains to freedom or personality 
(inviolability of the body and of property), the right of 
coercion, and political right. The aim of punishment is 
the reform of the evil doer and the deterrence of others. 
Fichte is in agreement with Kant concerning the principle 
of popular sovereignty (Kousseau) and the exercise of the 
political power through representatives; but not so con¬ 
cerning the guaranties against the violation of the funda¬ 
mental law of the state. Instead of the division of powers 
recommended by Kant he demands supervision of the 
rulers of the state by ephors, who, themselves without 
any legislative or executive authority, shall suspend the 
rulers in case they violate the law, and call them to 
account before the community. Every constitution in 
which the rulers are not responsible is despotic. Fichte 
did not continue loyal to this principle, that the state is 
merely a legal institution. He not only demands a state 
organization of lalx)r by vrhich everyone shall be placed 
in a position to live from his work, in the Natural Right 
and the Exclusive Commercial State, but, in his posthu¬ 
mous Theory of Right, 1812, he makes it the chief duty of 
the state to lead men, by the moral and intellectual train¬ 
ing of the people, to do from insight what they have hith¬ 
erto done from traditional belief. Through the education 
of the people the empirical state is gradually to transform 
itself into the rational state. 


3. Fichte’s Second Period i his View of History and 
his Theory of Religion. 

Fichte’s transfer to Berlin brought him into more intimate 
contact with the world, and along with new experiences 
and new emotions gave him new problems. While a vig¬ 
orously developing religious sentiment turned his specula¬ 
tion to the relation of the individual ego to the primal 
source of spiritual life, empirical reality also acquired greater 
significance for him, and the intellectual, moral, and polit- 
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ical situation of the time especially attracted his attention. 
The last required philosophical interpretation, demanded 
at once inquiry into its historical conditions and a consid¬ 
eration of the means by which the glaring contradiction 
l>etween the condition of the nation at the time and the 
ideals of reason could be diminished. ITie Addresses to 
the German Nation outlined a plan for a moral reforma¬ 
tion of the world, to start with the education of the Ger¬ 
man people ;* while the Characteristics oj the Present Age, 
which had preceded the Addresses, defined the .]>Iace of the 
age in the general development of humanity. The scheme 
of historical periods given in the Characteristics and 
similarly in the Theory oj the State (innocence—sin — 
supremacy of reason, with intermediate stages between 
each two) is interesting as a forerunner of Hegels under¬ 
taking. 

History is produced through the interaction of the two 
principles, faith and understanding, which arc related to 
each other as law and freedom, and strives toward a con¬ 
dition in which these two shall l)e so reconciled that faith 
shall have entirely passed over into the form of understand¬ 
ing, shall have been transformed into insight, and under¬ 
standing shall have taken up the content of faith into itself. 
History begins with the coming together of two original 
and primitive races, one of order or faith, and one of free¬ 
dom or understanding, neither of which would attain to 
an historical develo.pment apart from the other. From the 
legal race the free race learns respect for the law', as in 
turn it arouses in the former the inpulse toward freedom. 
The course of history divides into five periods. In the 
state of ‘'innocence” or of rational instinct that which is 
rational is done unconsciously, out of natural impulse; in 

* ** Among all nations you arc the one in whom the germ of human 
perfection is most decidedly present.” The spiritual regeneration of 
mankind must proceed from the German people, for they are the 
one original or primitive people of the new age, the only one which 
has preserved its living language—^French is a dead tongue—and has 
raised itself to true creative poetry and free science. The ground of 
distinction between Germanism and the foreign spirit lies in the 
question, whether we believe in an original element in man, in the 
freedom, infinite perfectibility, and eternal progress of our race, or 
put no faith in all these^ 
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the state of “commencing sin” the instinct for the good 
changes into an external compulsory authority, the law of 
reason api^ars as a ruling power from without, which can 
be disobeyed as well as o-beyed. We ourselves live in the 
period of “completed sinfulness,” of absolute license and 
indifference to all truth, of unlimited ca:])rice and selfish¬ 
ness. But however far removed from the moral ideal this 
age appears, in which the individual, freed from all 
restraints, heeds naught except his egoistic desire, and 
in his care for his own welfare forgets to labor for the 
universal, yet this ultimate goal, this doing from free 
insight that which in the l)eginning was done out of blind 
faith, cannot be attained unless authority shall have first 
been shaken off and the individual l)ecome self-depend¬ 
ent. A few signs already betoken the dawn of the fourth 
era, that of rational science or of “commencing justifica¬ 
tion,” ill which truth shall he acknowledged supreme, and 
the individual ego, at least as cognitive, shall submit itself 
to the generic reason, h'inally, with the era of rational art, 
or the state ()f“completed justification and sanctification,” 
wherein the will of the individual shall entirely merge in 
life fur the race, the end of the life of humanity on earth— 
the free determination of all its relations according to 
reason—will be fulfilled. 

In the Jena period the religious life of the ego simplv 
coincided for Fichte with its practical life; piety coiiicklerl 
with moral conduct; the Deity with the absolute ego, with 
the moral lavA', with tlic moral order of the v/orld. .V 
change subsequently took place in his views on this 
]K)int. He experienced feelings which, at least in quality, 
were dstinct from readiness for moral action, no matter 
how intimately they are intertwined with this, and no 
matter how little they can actually be separated from it; 
religion is ix)ssible neither without a metaphysical belief in 
a su-prasen.sible w’orld, nor without obedience to the moral 
law, yet in itself it is not that belief nor this action, but the 
inner spirit w^hich ii)ervades and animates all our thought 
and action—it is life, love, blessedness. And as quiet bless¬ 
edness is here distinguished from ceaseless action, so for 
our thinker the inactive Deity, tlie self-identical life of the 
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absolute, separates from the active universal reason, which 
in its individual organs advances from task to task. The 
earlier undivided and unique principle, the absolute 
divides into the Ichheit (moral law, world-order), and an 
absolute as the ground thereof. “The ^irit (the ego, or, 
as Fichte now prefers to say, knowledge) an image of God, 
tlie world an image of the spirit.” TTie active order of 
the world (the moral law which realizes itself in individ¬ 
uals) the imanediate, and abjective reality the mediate, 
revelation of the absolute ! 

Does this view of religion, which Fichte incorporates 
•also in the later expositions of the Science of Knowledge, 
indicate an abandonment and denial of the earlier stand¬ 
point? The philosophy of Fichte’s second period is a new 
system— so judge the majority of the historians of philoso¬ 
phy. It is not a transformation, but a completion of the 
earlier system; the doctrine prcMnulgated in Berlin con¬ 
tinues to be idealistic, as that advanced in Jena had itself 
been pantheistic—this is the opinion of Fortlage and 
Harms, in agreement with the philosopher himself and 
with his son. Kuno Fischer, also, who shows a constant 
advance in the de^■elopment of Fichteanism, a grathial 
transition “without a break,” may be counted among the 
minority who hold that thnmghout his life Fichte taught 
but one system. We believe it our duty to adhere to this 
latter view\ The Science of Knowledge (the workl a pro¬ 
duct of the ego) enters as it is into the later form of the 
Fichtean philosophy; the latter gives up none of the 
fundamental positions of the former, (but only adds to it a 
culmination, by which the appearance of the building is 
altered, it is true, but not the edifice itself. In the discus¬ 
sion of the question the following three have been empha¬ 
sized as the most important points of distinction between 
the two periods: In the earlier system God is made equiva¬ 
lent to the absolute ego and the moral order of the world, 
in the later he is separated from these and removed 
beyond them; in the former the nature of God is described 
as activity, in the latter, as being; in the one, action is 
designated as the highest mission of man, in the other, 
blessed devotion to God. All three variations of the later 
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doctrine from the earlier may be admitted without giving 
up the position that the former is only an extension of the 
latter and not an essential modification of it (i.e., in its 
teachings concerning the relation of the ego and the w-orld). 
Fichte experienced religious feelings the philosophical 
outcome of which he worked into his system. He now 
knows a first thing (the Deity as distinct from the absolute 
ego) and a last thing (the inwardness of religions devotion 
to the world-ground), which he had before not overlooked, 
much less denied, but combined in one with the second 
(the absolute ego or the moral order of the world) and the 
one 'before the last (moral action). It is incorrect to say 
that, in his later doctrine, Fichte substituted the inact¬ 
ive absolute in place of the active albsolute ego. and the 
quiet blessedness of contemplation in place of ceaseless 
action. Not in place of these, but beyond them, while all 
else remains as it was. The categorical imperative, the 
absolute ego or knowledge is no longer God himself, but 
the first manifestation of Cod, though a necessaxy* revelation 
of Iiim. Religion had previously been included for Fichte 
in moral action ; now fellow^ship with God goes beyond 
this, though morality remains its indispensable condition 
and inseparable companion. Finally, how to construe the 
previouly avoided predicate, being, in relation to the 
Deity, is shown by the no less frequent designation of the 
absolute as the Universal Life. The f'xprcssion being, 
which it must be confessed is ambiguous, here signifies in 
our opinion only the quiet, self-identical activity of the 
absolute, in opposition to the unresting, changeful activity 
of the world-order and it^i finite organs, not that inert 
and dead being ix)sited by the ego, the ascription of 
which to the Deity Fichte had forbidden in his essay which 
had been charged with atheism, not to speak of the exist¬ 
ence-mode of a particular self-conscious and personal 
being. Instead of speaking of a conversion of Fichte to 
the position of his opponents, we might rather venture the 
paradoxical assertion, that, w’hen he cliaracterizes the abso¬ 
lute as the only true being, he intends to produce the same 
view in the mind of the reader as in his earlier years, when 
he expressed himself against the application of the concepts 
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existence, substance, and conscious personality to God, on 
the ground that they are categories of sense. The chief 
thing, at least, remains unaltered: the opposition to a view 
of religion which transforms the sublime and sacred teach¬ 
ing of Christianity *' into an enervating doctrine of 
happiness. ” 



CHAPTER XI 
SCIIELLJNO. 


FRIKDRJt’H WlLHKLM JOSKPII (VOX) vSCHKLLiNG waS 

l)orn January 27, 1775, at Leonberg (in Wiirtemherg), and 
died August 20, 185-1, at the baths of Ragatz (in Switzer¬ 
land). In 17SK)-95 he attended the seminary at Tubingen, 
in company with Holderlin and Hegel, who were five 
years older than himself; at seventeen he jniblished a dis¬ 
sertation on the Fall of Man, and a year later an essay on 
Religious Myths; and was called in 1798 from Leipsic— 
where, after several treatises’^ in explanation of the Science 
of Knowledge, he had issued, in 1797, the Ideas jor a Phil¬ 
osophy of Nature —to Jena. Tn the latter place lie became 
acquainted with Ins future wife, Caroline,! nlc Michaelis 
(1763-1809), widow of Bohmer and at this time the brilliant 
wife of August Wilhelm Schlegel. From 1803 to 1806 
he served as professor in Wurzburg; then followed two 
residences of fourteen years each in Munich, separated by 
.seven years in Erlangen: 1S06-20 as ^lember of the Acad¬ 
emy of Sciences and General Secretary of the Academy 
of the Plastic Arts (he received this latter i)osition after 
delivering on the king’s birthday his celebrated address on 
"‘The Relation of the Plastic Arts to Nature,” 1807) ; and 
1827-41 as professor in the newly estaiblished university, 
and President of the Academy of Sciences. In 1812 Schell- 
ing marrie<^^l his second wife, Pauline Gotter. Besides vari¬ 
ous journals! and the works to be noticed later, two polemic 

* On the Possibility of a Form of Philosophy in Gctterd, On the 
Ego as Principle of Philosophy, both in 1795 ; Letters on Dogmatism 
and Criticism, 17% ; Essays in Explanation of the Science of Know¬ 
ledge, 1797. 

] Karolinc, Letters, edited by G. Waitz, 1871. 

XKritisches Journal der Philosophic (with Hegel), 1802 ; Zeitschrift 
fiir spe\ulativ€ Physik, 1800 (continued as Neue Zeitschrift fiir specula- 
tive Pkysik) ; Jahrbucher der Medizin als Wissenschaft (with 
Marcus), ISOiS-OS ; Allegemeine Zeitschrift von Deutschen fur 
Deutsche, 1813. 
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treatises should he mentioned, the Exposition oj the True 
Relation of the Philosophy of Nature to the Improved Doc- 
tnne of Fichte, 1806, in which his former friend is charged 
with plagiarism, and the Memorial of the Treatise on Divine 
Things l?y Herr Jacobi, 1812, which answers a hitter attack 
of Jacobi still more bitterly. From this on our philosopher, 
once so fond of writing, becomes silent.* The often prom¬ 
ised issue of the positive philosophy, which had already been 
twice commenced in print (The Ages of the World, 1815; 
Mythological Lectures, 1830), was both times suspended. 
Being called to the Berlin Academy by Frederick Wil¬ 
liam l\'., in order to counterbalance the prevailing Hegel¬ 
ianism, Schellinig delivered lectures in the university also 
(on Mythology” and Revelation), which he ceased, how¬ 
ever, when notes taken by his hearers were printed without 
his consent.f His collected works w’ere published in four¬ 
teen volumes (1856-61) under the care of his son, K. E. A. 
Schelling4 

The leading motive in Schelling's thinking is an un¬ 
usually powerful fancy, which gives to his philosophy a 
lively, stimulating, and attractive cliaracter, without making 
it to a like degree logically satisfactory. If the systems 
of Fichte and Hegel, which in their content are closely 
related to Schelling’s, impress us by their logical severity, 
Schelling chains us by his lively intuition and his suggest¬ 
ive power of feeling his way into the inner nature of 
things. With him analoigies outweigh reasons; he is more 
concerned about the rich content of concepts than about 

• Besides a supplement to Die Weltcdter and his inaugural lecture at 
Berlin, he published only two prefaces, one to Vit{tor Cousin iiher 
franzosische und deutsche Philosophic, done into German by Hubert 
Beckers, 1834, and one to Siemens’s Nachgelassene Schriften, 1846. 

t Paulus, Die cndlich o§t‘nbar gewordene positive Philosophic dcr 
Offenbarung, 1843. Frauenstadt had previously published a sketch 
from this later doctrine, 1842. 

t On Schelling cf. the Lectures by K. Rosenkranz, 1843 ; the articles 
by Hcyder in vol. xiii. of Herzog’s Realencyclopddie fur protestatische 
Theologie, I860, and Jodi in the Allgcmcinc deutsche Biographic; 
R. Haym, Die romantische Schule, 1870; Aus Schcllings Leben, in 
Briefen, edited by Plitt, 3 vols., 1869-70. [Cf. also Watson’s Schellingjs 
Transcendental IdeaJisnt (Griggs’s Philosophical Classics, 1882) ; and 
several translations from Schelling in the Journal of Speculative 
Pkilosophyr—T%.\ 
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their sharp definition; and in the endeavor to show the 
unity of the universe, both in the great and in the little, 
especially to show the unity of nature and spirit, he dwells 
longer on the relationship of objects than on their antith¬ 
eses, which he is glad to reduce to mere quantitative and 
temporary differences. He adds to this an astonishing 
mobility (u' thought, in virtue of which every offered 
suggestion is at once seized and worked into his own 
system, though in tfiis the previous standpoint is uncon 
sciously exchanged for a somewhat altered one. Schelling’s 
philosophy is, therefore, in a continual state of flux, nearly 
ever)' work shows it in a new fonn, and it is always ideas 
from without whose incorporation has caused the transi¬ 
tion. l^esides Leibnitz, Kant, and Fichte, who were 
already familiar to Schelling as a pupil at Tubingen, it was 
first Herder, then Spinoza and Bruno, who exerted a trans¬ 
forming influence on his system, to be followed later by 
Neoplatonism and Bohme's mysticism, and, finally, by 
Aristotle and the Gno.stics. not to speak of bis intercourse 
with his contemporaries Kiebneyer, Steffens. Baader, 
Eschenrnayer, and others. Omitting his early adherence 
to Fichte, at least three* periods must be distinguished 
in Schelling's thinking. The first -period (1797-1800) in¬ 
cludes the epoch-making feat of his youth, the philosophy oj 
nature, and, as an equally legitimate second part of his 
system, the philosophy of spirit or transcendental philo¬ 
sophy. ITie latter is a supplementary reaisting of Fichte's 
Science of Knowledge, while in the former »Schelling fol¬ 
lows Kant and Herder, The second period, from 1801, 
adds to these two co-ordinate parts, the philosof)hy of nature 
and the philosophy of spirit, and as a fundamental discipline, 
a science of the absolute, the philosophy of identity, which 
may be characterized as Spinozism revived on a Fichtean 
basis. Besides the example of Spinoza, Giordano Bruno 
had most influence on this form of Schelling’s philosophy. 
With the year 1809, after the signs of a new pliase had 
become perceptible from 1804 on, bis system enters on its 
third, the theosophical, period, the period of the positive 
philosophy, in which we shall distinguish a mystical and a 
scholastic stage. The former is represented by the doctrine 
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of freedom inspired by Jacob Bohine: the latter, by the 
philosophy of mythology and revelation, which goes back to 
Aristotle and the Gnostics. In the first period the albsolute 
for Schelling is creative nature; in the second, the identity 
of opposites; in the third it is an antemundane process 
which advances from the not-yet-present of the contraries 
to their overcoming. In neither of these advances is it 
Schelling's intention to break with his previous teachings, 
but in each case only to add a supplement. That which has 
hitherto been the whole is retained as a part. The philo¬ 
sophy of nature takes its place beside the completed 
Fichtean transcendental philosophy, with ecjual rights, 
though with a reversed j)rocedure; then the theory of iden¬ 
tity assumes a place above both: finally, a positive (exis¬ 
tential) philosophy is ackled to the previous negative 
(rational) philosophy. 


la. Philosophy of Nature. 

Schciling agrees with Fichte that philosophy is transcen¬ 
dental science, the doctrine of the conditions of conscious¬ 
ness, and has to answer the cjucstion, What must take 
])lace in order that knowledge may arise? They agree, 
further, that these conditions of knowledge are necessary 
acts, outgoings of an active original ground which is not 
yet conscious self, but seeks to become such, and that the 
material world is the product of these actions. Nature 
exists in order that the ego may develop. But while 
Fichte correctly understood the purpose of nature, to help 
intelligence into being, he failed to recognize the dignity 
of nature, for he deprived it of all self-dependence, all life 
of its own, all generative power, and treated it merely as 
a dead tool, as a passive, merely posited non-ego. Nature 
is not a board which the original ego nails up before 
itself in order, striking against it, to be driven back upon 
itself, to be compelled to reflection, and thereby to become 
theoretical ego; in order, further, working over the 
non-ego, and transforming it, to exercise its practical 
activity: but it is a ladder on which spirit rises to 
itself. Spirit develops out of nature; nature itself has a 
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spiritual element in it; it is undeveloped, sliiiiVbering, 
unconscious, benumbed intelligence. By transferring to 
nature the power of self-positon or of being subject, 
Schelling exalts the drudge of the Science of Knowledge to 
the throne. The threefold division, “infinite original 
activity—nature or object—individual ego or subject/’ 
remains as in Fichte, only tiiat the first member is not 
termed pure ego, but nature, yet creative nature, naiura 
natimins, Schelling’s aim is to show how from the object 
a subject arises, from the existent something represented, 
from the representable a representer, from nature an ego. 
Ue could only Viope to solve this problem if he conceived 
natural objects—in the highest of which, man, he makes 
conscious spirit break forth or nature intuit itself—as 
tluMnseh es tlic products of an original subject, of a creative 
ground striving toward consciousness. For him also doing 
is more original than l)eing. It would not be exact, there¬ 
fore, to define the difference between Fichte and Sdielling 
by saying that, with the former, nature proceeds from the. 
ego, and with the latter the ego, from nature. It is rather 
true that with them both nature and spirit are alike the 
products of a third and higher term, which seeks to become 
spirit, and can accomplish this only by positing nature. In 
the Science of Knowledge, it is true, this higher ground is 
conceived as an ethical, in the Philosophy of Nature as a 
phy.sical, power, although one framed for intelligence; in 
the former, moreover, the imtura naturata appears as the 
position once for all of a non-spiritual, in the latter as a 
progressive articulated construction, with gradually increas¬ 
ing intelligence. In the unconscious products of nature, 
nature’s aim to reflect upon itself, to become intelligence, 
fails, in man it succeeds. Nature is the embryonic life 
of spirit. Nature and spirit are essentially identi¬ 
cal: “That which is posited out of consciousness is in its 
essence the saane as that which is posited in consciousness 
also.” Tlierefore “the tonowable must itself bear 
the impress of the knower/' Nature the preliminary stage, 
not the antithesis, of spirit; history', a continuation of 
physical becoming; the parallelism between the ideal and 
the real development-series—^these are ideas from Herder 
29 
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which Schelling introduces into the transcendental philo¬ 
sophy. The Kantico-Fichtean moralism, with its sharp 
contraposition of nature and spirit, is limited in the Natur- 
philosophie by Herder's physicism. 

‘‘Nature is a priori** (everything individual in it is pre¬ 
determined by the whole, by the Idea of a nature in 
general; ; hence the forms of nature can be deduced from 
the concept of nature. The philosopher creates nature 
anew, he constructs it. Speculative physics considers 
nature as subject, becoming, productivity (not, like empiri¬ 
cal science, as object, being, product), and for this purpose 
it needs, instead of individualizing reflection, an intuition 
directed to the whole. To this productive nature, as to the 
absolute ego of Fichte, are ascribed two opposite activities, 
one expansive or repulsive, and one attractive, and on 
these is based the universal law of polarity. The absolute 
productivity strives toward an infinite product, which it 
never attains, because apart from arrest no product exists. 
At definite points a check must be given it in order tliat 
some thing knowable may arise. Thus every product in 
nature is the result of a positive, centrifugal, accelerating, 
universalizing force, and a negative, limiting, retarding, in¬ 
dividualizing one. Tlie endlessness of the creative activity 
manifests itself in various ways: in the striving for deve¬ 
lopment on the part of every product, in the preservation 
of the genus amid the disappearance of individuals, in the 
endlessness of the series of products. Nature's creative im¬ 
pulse is inexhaustible, it transcends every product. Qualities 
are points of arrest in the one universal force of nature; all 
nature is a connected development. Because of the expo¬ 
sition in the nature-ground between the stimulating and 
the retarding activity, the law of duality everywhere rules. 
To these two forces, however, still a third factor must be 
added as their copula, which determines the relation or 
measure of their connection. This is the source of the 
threefold division of the Philosophy of Nature. The 
magnet with its union of opposite polar forces is the type 
of all configuration in nature. 

With Fichte's synthetic method and Herder's naturalis¬ 
tic principles Schelling combines Kantian ideas, especially 
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Kant's dynamism (matter is a force-product),* and his 
view' of the organic (organisms are self-productive beings, 
and are regarded by us as ends in themselves, because of 
the interaction between their members and the whole). 
The three organic functions sensibility, irritability, and re¬ 
production, on the other hand, Schelling took from Kiel- 
meyer, whose address On the Relations of the Organic 
Forces, 1793, excited great attention. The concept of life 
is dominant in Schelling’s theory of nature. The organic 
is more original than the inorganic; the latter must be 
ex|>lained from the former; that which is dead must be 
considered as a product of departing life. No less erroneous 
than the theory of a magic vital force is the mechanical inter¬ 
pretation, which looks on life merely as a chemical pheno¬ 
menon. 'fhe dead, mechanical and chemical, forces are 
merely the negative conditions of life; to them there must 
be added as a positive force a vital stimulus external to the 
individual, which continually rekindles the conflict (between 
the opiX)sing activities on which the vital process depends. 
Life consists, that is, in the perpetual prevention of the 
equilibrium which is the object of the chemical process. 
This constant disturbance proceeds from “universal 
nature," which, as the common principle of organic and in¬ 
organic nature, as that which determines them for each 
other, w^hich founds a pre-established harmony between 
them, deserves the name of the world-soul. Schelling thus 
recognizes a threefold nature: organized, inorganic, and 
universal organizing (according to Harms, cosmical) nature 
of which the two former arise from the third and are 
brought by it into connection and harmony. (As Schelling 
here takes an independent middle course between the 
mechanical explanation of life and the assumption of a 
specific vital force, so in all the burning physical questions 
of the time he sedcs to rise above the contending parties by 
means of mediating solutions. Thus, in the question of 
“single or double electricity,” he ranges himself neither on 
the side of Franklin nor on that of his opponents; in regard 
to the problem of light, endeavors to overcome the antithesis 

* Schelling terms his philosophy of nature dynamic atc^sm, since 
it posits pure intensities as the simple (atoms), from which qualities 
are to be explained. 
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between Newton’s emanation theory and the undulation 
theory of Euler; and, in his chapter on comibustion, 
attacks the defenders of phlogiston as well as those who 
deny it). 

Schelling's philosophy of nature* proposes to itself three 
chief problems: the construction of general, indeterminate, 
homogeneous matter, with differences in density alone, of 
determinate, qualitatively differentiated matter and its 
phenomena of motion or the dynamical process, and of the 
organic process. For each of these departments of nature 
an original force in universal nature is assumed—^gravity, 
light, and their copula, universal life. Gravity—this does 
not mean that w'hich as the force of attraction falls within 
the view of sensation, for it is the union of attraction and 
repulsion—is the principle of corporeality, and prcxluces in 
the visible world the different conditions of aggregation in 
solids, fluids, and gases. Light—this, too, is not to be con¬ 
founded with actual light, of which it is the cause—is the 
principle of the soul (from it proceeds all intelligence, it 
is a spiritual potency, the ‘'first subject’' in nature), and 
produces in the visible world the dynamical processes niag- 
netism, electricity, and clieniisni. The higher unity of 
gravity and light is the copula or life, the principle of tlie 
organic, of animated corporeality or the processes of 
growth and reproduction, irritability, and sensibility. 

General viatter or the filling of space, arises from the co¬ 
operation of three forces: the centrifugal, which manifests 
itself as repulsion (first dimension), the centripetal, mani¬ 
fested as attraction (second dimension), and the synthesis 
of the two, manifested as gravity (third dimension). Tliese 
forces are raised by light to a higher potency, and then 
make their appearance as the causes of the dynaviical 
process or of the specific differences of matter. The linear 
function of magnetism is the condition of coherence; the 

* This is contained in the following treatises : Ideas for a Philosophy 
of Nature^ 1797 ; On the World^soul, 1798 ; First Sketch of a System 
of the Philosophy of Nature, 17^; Universal Deduction of the 
Dynamical Process or the Categories of Physics (in the Zeitschrift 
fiir spekulative Physik), 1800. In the above exposition, however, the 
modified philosophy of nature of the second period has also been 
taken into account. 
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surface force of electricity, the 'basis of the qualities per¬ 
ceivable by sense; the tri-dimensional force of the chemical 
process, in which the two former are united, produces the 
chemical qualities. Galvanism forms the transition to 
living nature, in which through the operation of the 
“cOipula” these three dynamical categories are raised to 
organic categories. To magnetism as the most general, 
and hence the lowest force, corresponds reproduction (the 
formative impulse, as nutrition, growth, and production, 
including the artistic impulse); electricity develops into 
irritability or excitability; the higher analogue to the 
chemical process as the most individual and highest stage 
is sensibility or the capacity of feeling. (Such at least is 
Schelling'.s doctrine after Steffens had convinced him of 
the higher dignity of that wliich is individual, whereas at 
first he had made sensibility parallel with magnetism, and 
reproduction with chemism, because the former two aj^ar 
most seldom, and the latter most frequently. Electricity 
and irritability always maintained their intermediate 
[Misition.) With the awakening of fueling nature has 
attained its goal—intelligence. As inorganic substances 
are distinguished only by relative degrees of repulsion and 
attraction, so the differentiation of organisms is condi¬ 
tioned by the relation of the three vital functions: in the 
lower forms reproduction predwninates, then irritability 
gradually increases, while in the highest forms both of 
these are subordinated to sensibility. All species, how¬ 
ever, are connected by a common life, all the stages are 
but arrests of the same fundamental force. This accentua¬ 
tion of the unity of nature, which establishes a certain 
kinship between Schelling’s philosophy of nature and Dar¬ 
winism, was a great idea, which deserves the thanks of 
posterity in spite of such defects as its often sportive, 
often heedlessly bold reasoning in details. 

The parallelism of the potendes of nature, as we have 
developyed it by leaving out of account the numerous differ¬ 
ences between the various expositions of the Natur-pkilo- 
sophie, may <be shown by a table: 
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L Univers-u Nature. 11. Inorganic Nature. 
(Organizing) 


3 Copula 
or Luo 


2. Light 
(Saul) 


^.At- ) 


traction, 

I 


1 ., 


2. Dynamical 
Process, (De¬ 
terminate 
matter). 
Gravity 1. indetermi- 


plion.1 

lb. Transcendental Philosophy* 


fChemical 
Process (3d 
Dimen¬ 
sion.) 
Electric¬ 
ity (2d Di 
mension 
Magnet¬ 
ism (1st 
Dimen- 
Ision,) 


HI. Organic Naitre. 

3. Orgitnization. 

I [ Sensibility. Man. 


Irritability. Male 
Animal. (-Litbt). 


. Heproducti- Female 
Ion. Plant.( -Gravity). 


The philosophy of nature explained the products of 
nature teleologically, deduced them from the concept or 
the mission of nature, hy ignoring the mechanical origin of 
physical phenomena and inquiring into the significance of 
each stage in nature in view of this ideal meaning of the 
whole. It asks what is the outcome of the chemical pro¬ 
cess for the whole of nature, what is given by electricity, 
by magnetism, etc.—what part of the general aim of nature 
is attained, is realized through this or that group of pheno¬ 
mena. The philosophy of spirit given in the System of 
Transcendental Idealism, 1800, finds itself confronted by 
corresponding questions concerning the phenomena of 
intelligence, of morals, and of art. Here again Schelling 
does not trace out the meclianics of the soul-life, but is 
interested only in the meaning, in the teleological signifi¬ 
cance of the psychical functions. His aim is a costructive 
psychology in the Fichtean sense, a history of conscious¬ 
ness, and the execution of his design as well closely follows 
the example of the Wissenschaftslehre. 

Since truth is the agreement of thought and its object, 
every cognition necessarily implies the coming together of 
a subjective and an objective factor. The problem of this 
coming together may be treated in two ways. With the 
philosophy of nature we may start from the object and 
observe how intelligence is added to nature. The trans¬ 
cendental philosophy takes the opposite course, it takes its 
position with the subject, and asks. How is there added to 
intelligence an object corresponding to it? The transcen¬ 
dental philosopher has need of intellectual intuition in order 
to recognize the original object-positing actions of the ego, 
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which remain concealed from common consciousness, sunk 
in the outcome of these acts. The theoretical part of the 
system explains the representation of objective reality (the 
feeling connected with certain representations that we are 
compelled to have them), from pure self-consciousness, 
whose opposing moments, a real and an ideal force, limit 
each other by degrees,—and follows the development of 
spirit in three periods (“epochs”). The first of these ex¬ 
tends from sensation, in which the ego finds itself limited, 
to productive intuition, in which a thing in itself is posited 
over against the ego and the phenomenon between the two; 
the second, from this point to reflection (feeling of self, 
outer and inner intuition together with space and time, the 
categories of relation as the original categories); the third, 
finally, through judgment, wherein intuition and concept 
are separated as wxll as united, up to the absolute act of 
will. Willing is the continuation and completion of intui¬ 
tion;* intuition was unconscious production, willing is 
conscious production. It is only through action that the 
world becomes objective for us, only through interaction 
with other active intelligences that the ego attains to the 
consciousness of a real external world, and to the cons¬ 
ciousness of its freedom. The practical part follows the 
will from impulse (the feeling of contradiction between the 
ideal and the object) thruogh the division into moral law 
and resistant natural impulse up to arbitrary will. Obser¬ 
vations on legal order, on the state, and on history are 
added as “supplements.” The law of right, by which un¬ 
lawful action is directed against itself, is not a moral, but a 
natural order, which operates witli blind necessity. The 
state, like law, is a product of the genus, and not of indi¬ 
viduals. The ideal of a cosmopolitan legal condition is 

• With this transformation of the antithesis between knowledge and 
volition into a mere difference in degree, Schelling sinks back to the 
standpoint of Leibnitz. In all the idealistic thinkers who start from 
Kant we find the endeavor to overcome the Critical dualism of under¬ 
standing and will, as also that between intellect and sensibility. Schiller 
brings the contrary impulses of the ego into ultimate harmonious 
union in artistic activity. Fichte traces them back xo a common 
ground ; Schelling combines both these methods by extolling ait as 
a restoration of the original identity. Hegel recces vdition to 
thought, Schopenhauer makes intellect proceed from will. 
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the goal of history, in which caprice and conformity to 
law are one, in so far as the conscious free action of indi¬ 
viduals subserves an unconscious end prescribed by the 
world-spirit. History is the never completed revelation of 
the absolute (of the unity of the conscious and the un¬ 
conscious) through human freedom. We are co-authors 
in the historical world-drama, and invent our own parts. 
Not until the third (the religious) period, in which he 
reveals himself as “providence,’’ will God be\ in the past 
(the tragical) period, in which the divine power was felt 
as “fate,” and in the present (the mechanical) period, in 
wliicli he appears a>. llu* “ plan of nature,” (K)d is not, 1ml 
is only becominy. 

An interesting supplement to the Fichtean philosophy is 
furnished l>>' the third, the (esthetic, [)art of the transcen¬ 
dental idealism, which makes use of Kant’s theory of the 
•beautiful in a way similar to that in which the philosophy 
of nature had availed itself of his theory of the organic. 
Art is the higher third in which the opposition between 
theoretical and practical action, the antithesis of subject and 
object, is removed; in which cognition and action, cons¬ 
cious and unconscious activity, freedom and necessity, tlie 
irnpulse of genius and reflective deliberation are united. 
The beautiful, as the manifestation of the infinite in the 
finite, shows the problem of philosophy, the identity of the 
real and the ideal, solved in sensuous appearance. Art is 
the true organon and warrant of philosophy; she opens up 
to philosophy the holy of holies, is for philosophy the 
supreme thing, the revelation of all mysteries. Poesy and 
philosophy (the aesthetic intuition of the artist and the in¬ 
tellectual intuition of the thinker) are most intimately 
related; they were united in the old mythology—why should 
not this repeat itself in the future? 

2. System of Identity. 

The assertion which had already been made in the first 
period that ''nature and spirit are fundamentally the same,” 
is intensified in the second into the proposition. "The 
ground of nature and spirit, the absolute, is the identity 
of the real and the ideal,” and in this form is elevated into 



SYSTHM OF fDENTITY 


•557 


a principle. As the ahsolutt; is no longer employed as a 
mere ground of explanation, but is itself nradc the object 
ot i)hiloM)phy. the doctrine of identity i.-, added to the. tw.. 
co-ordinate disciplines, the philosophy of nature and the 
philosophy of spirit, as a higher third, wliich serves as a 
ba.-;is for them, and in Schelling’s exposition of which 
several phases must be distinguished * 

Following Spinoza, whom he at iirst iniitalL^d even in liu- 
geometrical method o£ proof, Schelling teaches that there 
are two kinds of knowledge, the philosophical knowledge 
of the reason and the confused knowledge of the imagina¬ 
tion. and, as objects of these, two forms of existence, the 
intinite. undivided existence of the absolute, and the iiiiite 
existence of individual things, split up into multiplicity 
and becoming. The manifold and self-developing things 
of llie phenomenal world owe their existence to isolating 
thought alone; they possess as such no true reality, and 
speculation proves them void. While things appear par¬ 
ticular lo inadequate representation, the philosopher views 
them sub specie <cterni, in their per sc, in their totality, in 
the kientity, as Ideas. To construe things is to present 
them as they are in God. But in God all things are one; 
in the absolute all is absolute, eternal, infinitude itself. 
(According to HegeFs parody, the absolute is the night, 
ill wliich all cows are black.) 

'i'he world-ground appears as nature and spirit; yet in 
itself it is neither the one nor the other, but the unity of 
both which is raised above all contrariety, the indifference 
of objective and subjective. Although amid the finitiide of 
the things of the world tlie self-identity of the absolute 
breaks up into a plurality of self-developing individual 
existences, yet even in the phenomenal world of individuals 
the unity of the ground is not entirely lost: each particular 

* The philosophy of identity is given in the following treatises: 
Exposition of my System of Philosophy, 1801 ; Further Expositions of 
the System of Philosophy, 1802 ; Bmno, or on the Divine and Natural 
Principle of Things, 1803 ; hcctures on the Method of Academical 
Study, 1803 ; Aphorisms by way of Introduction to the Philosohpy 
of Nature, Aphorisms on the Philosophy of Nature (both in the 
lahrhucher fur Medizin), 1806. Besides these the following also bear 
on this doctrine ; the additions to the second edition of the Ideas, 1803, 
and the Exposition, against Fichte, 1806, 
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existence is a definite expression of the absolute, and to it 
as such the character of identity belongs, though in a dimi¬ 
nished degree and mingled with difference (Bruno’s 
"‘monads”). The world-ground is absolute, the individual 
thing is relative, identity and totality; nothing exists which 
is merely objective or merely subjective; everything is 
both, only that one or other of these two factors always 
predominates. This vSchelling terms quantitative differ¬ 
ence: the phenomena of nature, like the phenomena of 
spirit, are a unity of the real and the ideal, only that in the 
former there is a preponderance of the real, in the latter a 
preponderance of the ideal. 

At first Schelling, in Neoplatonic fashion, maintained 
the existence of another intermediate region between the 
spheres of the infinite and the finite: absolute knowing 
or the self-knowledge of the identity. In this, as ithe 
""form” of the absolute, the objective and the subjective 
are not absolutely one, as they are in the being or 
""essence” of the absolute, but ideally (potentially) opposed, 
though one realiter. Later he does away with this distinc¬ 
tion also, as existing for reflection alone, not for rational 
intuition, and outbids his earlier determinations concern¬ 
ing the simplicity of the absolute with the principle, 
that it is not only the unity of opposites, but also the 
unity of the unity and the opposition or the identity of the 
identity, in which fanciful description the dialogue Bruno 
pours itself forth. A further alteration is brought in by 
characterizing the absolute as the identity of the finite and 
the infinite, and by equating the finite with the real or 
being, the infinite with the ideal or knowing. With this 
there is joined a philosophical interpretation of the Trinity 
akin to Lessing’s. In the absolute or eternal the finite and 
the infinite are alike absolute. God the Father is the 
eternal, or the unity of the finite and the infinite; the Son 
is the finite in God (before the falling away); the Spirit is 
the infinite or the return of the finite into the eternal. 

In the construction of the real series Schelling proceeds 
still more schematically and analogically than in the 
Naturphilosophie of the first period, the contents of which 
are here essentially reproduced. With this is closely con- 
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nected his endeavor, in correspondence with the principles 
of the theory of identity, to show in every phenomenon the 
operation of all three moments of the absolute. In each 
natural product all three ‘"potencies’" or stages, gravity A^ 
light A-, and organization A^, are present, only in subordi¬ 
nation to one of their number. Since the third potency is 
never lacking, all is organic; that which appears to us as 
inorganic matter is only the residuum left over from 
organization, that which could become neither plant nor 
animal. New here is the cohesion-series of Steffens (the 
phenomenon of magnetism), in which nitrogen forms 
the south pole, carbon the north pole, and iron the 
point of indifference, while oxygen, hydrogen, and water 
represent the east pole, west pole, and indifference point in 
electrical polarity. In the organic world plants represent 
the carbon pole, animals the nitrogen pole; the former is 
the north pole, the latter the south. Moreover, the points 
of indifference reap])ear: the plant corresponds to water, 
the animal to iron. Schelling was far outdone in fantastic 
analogies of this kind by his pupils, especially by Oken, 
who in his Sketch of the Philosophy of Nature^ 1805, com¬ 
pares the sense of hearing, for example, to the parabola, to a 
metal, to a bone, to the bird, to the mouse, and to the horse. 

As nature was the imaging of the infinite (unity or 
essence) into the finite (plurality or form), so spirit is the 
taking up of the finite into the infinite. In the spiritual 
realm also all three divine original potencies are every¬ 
where active, though in such a way that one is dominant. 
In intuition (sensation, consciousness, intuition, each in 
turn thrice divided) the infinite and the eternal are subordi¬ 
nated to. the finite; in thought or understanding (concept, 
judgment, inference, each in three kinds) the finite and the 
eternal are subordinated to the infinite; in reason (which 
comprehends all under the form of the absolute) the 
finite and the infinite are subordinated to the eternal. In¬ 
tuition is finite cognition, thought infinite cognition, reason 
eternal cognition. The forms of the understanding do not 
suffice for the knowledge of reason; common logic with its 
law of contradiction has no binding authority for specula¬ 
tion, which starts with the equalization of opposites. In 
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the Af'liorisnis l>y ‘ii^ay of introduction science, religion, 
and art figure as stages of the ideal all, in correspondence 
with the potencies of the real all—^matter, motion, and 
organi/ation. Nature culminates in man, history in the 
state. Jveason, philosophy, is the re-establishment of iden¬ 
tity, the return of the absolute to itself. 

Unconditioned knowledge, as Schelling maintains in his 
encyclopedia, i.e., his Lectures on the Method of Academical 
Study, is the presupposition of all particular knowledge. 
The function of universities is to maintain intact the con¬ 
nection between particular knowledge and absolute know¬ 
ledge. The three higher faculties correspond to the three 
potencies in the absolute: Natural Science and Medicine 
to the real or finite; History and Law to the ideal or 
infinite; Theology to the eternal or the copula. There 
is further a faculty of arts, the so-called Philosophical 
T'aculty, vvliich imparts whatever in philosophy is teachable. 
The two lectures on tiieology (viii. and ix.) are especially 
important. 'Uhere are tw^o forms of religion, one of which 
discovers God in nature, while the other finds him in 
history; the former culminates in the Greek religion, the 
latter in the Christian, and with the founding of this the 
third period of history (which Schelling had previously 
postponed into the future), the period of providence begins. 
In Christianity mythology is based on religion, not religion 
on mythology, as w-as the case in heathenism. The specula¬ 
tive kernel of Christianity is the incarnation of (md, already 
taught by tlie Indian sages; this, however, is not to 'be 
understood as a single event in time, but as eternal. It has 
been a hindrance to the development of Christianity that 
the Bible, whose value is far below that of the sacred books 
of India, has been more highly prized than that which the 
patristic thinking succeeded in making out of its meager 
contents. 

If, finally, we compare Schelling’s system of identity with 
its model, the system of Spinoza, two essential differences 
become apparent. Although both thnikers start from a 
principiant equal valuation of the two phenomenal mani¬ 
festations of the absolute, nature and spirit, Spinoza tends 
to posit thought in dependence on extension (the soul 
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represents what the body is), while in Schelling. conversely, 
the Fichtean preference of spirit is still potent (the state 
and art stand nearer to the absolute identity than the orga¬ 
nism, although, principiantly considered, the greatest possi¬ 
ble approximation to the equilibrium of the real and tlie 
ideal is as much attained in the one as in the other). The 
second diflference lies in the fact that the idea of develop¬ 
ment is entirely lacking in Spinoza, while in Schelling it is 
everywhere dominant. It reminds one of Lessing and 
Herder, who also attempted to combine Spinozistic and 
Leibnitzian elements. 

3a. Doctrine of Freedom. 

'the system of identity had, wdth Spinoza, distingui.shed 
two worlds, the real world of absolute identity and the 
imagined world of differentiated and changeable individual 
things; it had traced back the latter to the former as its 
gia)und, but had not deduced it from the former. Whence, 
then, the imagination which, instead of the unchangeable 
unity, show’s us the changing manifold? Whence the im¬ 
perfection of the finite, whence evil? The pantheism of 
Spinoza is inseparably connected w’ith determinism, w hich 
denies evil without explaining it. Evil and finitude demand 
explanation, not denial, and this without the abandonment 
of pantheism. Ihit explanation by what? By the absolute, 
for besides the absolute there is naught. How. then, must 
the pantheistic doctrine of the ajbsolute be transformed in 
order that the fact of evil and the separate existence of the 
finite may become comprehensible? To this task are 
devoted the Inquiries into the Nature of Human Freedom 
(Philosophical Works, vol. i., 1809, wdth which should l>e 
compared the Memorial of Jacobi, 1812, and the Ans^ver to 
Bschenmayer, 1813). 

As early as in the Brtino, the problem occasionally 
emerges why matters do not rest with the original infinite 
unity of the absolute, w^hy the finite breaks away from 
the identical primal ground. The possibility of the separa¬ 
tion, it is answered, lies in the fact that the finite is like 
the infinite realiter, and yet, ideally, is different from it; 
the actuality of the coming forth, however, lies in the non- 



A62 


SCHELUNG 


deducible self-will of the finit-e. Tlien after Escheiimayer* 
{Philosophy in its Transition to Not-philosophy, 1803) 
had characterized the procession of the Ideas out of the 
God-liead as an impenetrable mystery for thought, ‘before 
which philosophy must yield to faith, Schelling, in the essay 
Relujion and Philosophy, 1804, goes more deeply into the 
problem. The origin of the sense-world is conceivable 
only as a breaking away, a spring, a falling aivay, which con¬ 
sists in the sours grasping itself in its selfhood, in its sub¬ 
ordination of the infinite in itself to the finite, and in its 
thus ceasing to be in God. The procession of the world 
from the infinite is a free act, a fact which can only be 
described, not deduced as necessary. The counterpart of 
this attainment of independence on the part of things or 
creation is history as the return of the w'orld to its source. 
They are related to each other as the fall to redemption. 
Both the dismission of the world and its reception back, 
together with the intervening development, are, however, 
events needed by God himself in order to become actual God: 
He develops through the world. (A similar thought was 
not unknown in the Middle Ages: if God is to give a 
complete revelation of himself he must make known his 
grace; and this presupposes sin. As the occasion of divine 
grace, the fall is a happy, saving fault; without it God 
could not have revealed himself as gracious, as forgiving, 
hence not completely.) Schelling's study of Jacob Bohme, 
to which he was led by Baader, essentially contributed to 
the concentration of his thought on this point. The Expo¬ 
sition oj the True Relation, etc., already distinctly betrays 
the influence of this mystic. In correspondence with 
Bohme’s doctrine that God is living God only through 
his inclusion of negation in himself, it is here maintained: 
A being can manifest itself only when it is not mereljj one, 
but has another, an opposition (the many), in itself, 
whereby it is revealed to itself as unity. With the addition 
of certain Kantian ideas, in .particular the idea of transcen¬ 
dental freedom and the intelligible character, Schelling's 
theosophy now assumes the following form: 

^K. Ad. Eschenmayer was originally a physician, then, 1811-36, 
professor of philosophy in Tubingen, and di^ in 1852 at Kirchheim 
unter Teck. 
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The only way to guard against the determinism and the 
lifeless God of Spinoza is to assume something in God 
which is not God himself, to distinguish between God as 
existent and that which is merely the ground of his exist¬ 
ence or “ nature in God/* in God also the perfect pro¬ 
ceeds from the imperfect, he too develops and realizes 
himself. The actual, perfect God, who is intelligence, 
wisdom, goodness, is preceded by something which is 
merely the possibility of all this, an o-bscure, unconscious 
impulse toward self-representation. For in the last anal¬ 
ysis there is no being but willing; to willing alone belong 
the predicates of the primal l)eing, groundlessness, eternity, 
independence of time, self-affirmation. This “ground of 
existence** is an obscure “longing** to give birth to self, 
an unconscious impulse to become conscious; the goal of 
this longing is the “ understanding,** the Logos, the Word, 
wherein God becomes revealed to self. By the self-subordi¬ 
nation of this longing to the understanding as its matter 
and instrument, God becomes actual God, becomes spirit 
and love. ITie operation of the light understanding on the 
dark nature-will consists in a separation of forces, whence 
the \'isible world proceeds. Whatever in the latter is 
perfect, rational, harmonious, and purposive is the work 
of the understanding; the irrational remainder, on the 
other hand, conflict and lawlessness, abortion, sickness 
and death, originates in the dark .ground. Each thing has 
two principles in it: its self-will it receives from nature 
in God, yet, at the same time, as coming from the divine 
understanding, it is the instrument of the universal will. 
In God the light and dark principles stand in indis¬ 
soluble unity, in man they are separable. The freedom 
of man’s will makes him independent of both principles; 
going over from truth to falsehood, he may strive to 
make his selfhood supreme and to reduce the spiritual in 
him to the level of a means, or—with divine assistance — 
continuing in the center, he may endeavor to subordinate 
the particular wrill to the will of love. Good consists in 
overcoming resistance, for in every case a thing can be 
revealed only through its apposite. If man yields to temp¬ 
tation it is his own guilty choice. Evil is not merely 
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defect, privation, but something positive, selfhood break¬ 
ing avva\, the reversal of the rightful order between the 
particular and the universal will. The possibility of a separa¬ 
tion of the two wills lies in the divine ground (it is “ per¬ 
mitted ” in order that by overmastering the self-wdll the 
will of love may approve itself), the actuality of evil is 
the free act of the creature. Freedom is to be conceived, 
in the Kantian sense, as equally far removed from chance 
or caprice and from compulsion: Man chooses his own 
non-temporal, intelligible nature; he predestinates himself 
in the first creation, f.e.. from eternity, and is responsible 
for his actions in the sense-world, which are the necessary 
results (»f that free primal act. 

As in nature and in the individual, so also in the history 
of mankind, the two original grounds of things do battle 
with one another. The golden age of innocence, of happy 
indecision and unconsciousness concerning sin, when neither 
good nor evil yet was, was followed by a period of the om¬ 
nipotence of nature, in which the dark ground of existence 
ruled alone, although it did not make itself felt as actual 
evil until, in Christianity, the spiritual light was born in per¬ 
sonal form. The subsequent conflict of good against evil, 
in which God reveals himself as spirit, leads toward a sUte 
wherein evil will l)e reduced to the position of a potency 
and everything subordinated to spirit, and thus the com¬ 
plete identity of the ground of existence and the existing 
God be brought about. 

besides this after-reconciliation of the two divine 
moments, Scbelling recognizes another, original unity of the 
two. The not yet unfolded unity of the beginning (^God 
as Alpha) he terms indifference or groundlessness; the 
more valuable unity of the end, attained by unfolding (God 
as Omega) is called identity or spirit. In the former the 
contraries are not yet present; in the latter they are present 
no longer. The groundless divides into two equally 
eternal beginnings, nature and light, or longing and under¬ 
standing, in order that the two may become one in love, 
and thereby the absolute develop into the personal God, 
In this way Schelling endeavors to overcome the antithesis 
between naturalism and theism, between dualism and pan- 
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theism, and to remove the difficulties which arise for pan¬ 
theism from the fact of evil, as well as from the concepts 
of personality and of freedom. 

In the two moments of the absolute (nature in God— 
personal spirit) we recognize at once the antithesis of the 
real and ideal which was given in the philosophy of iden¬ 
tity. 'fhe chief difference betw’een the mystical period 
and the preceding one consists in the fact that the absolute 
itself is now made to develop (from indifference to identity, 
from the neither-nor to the as-well-as of the antithesis), 
and that there is conceded to the sense-world a reality 
which is more than apparent, more than merely present for 
imagination. "J'hat which facilitated this rapid, almost 
unceasing change of position for Schelling, and which at 
the same time concealed the fact from him, was, above all, 
the ambiguous and variable meaning of his leading concepts. 
The “ o])jective,'' for example, now signifies unconscious 
being, becoming, and production, now represented reality, 
now the rezil, in so far as it is not represented, but only 
Is. “ God " sometimes means the whole absolute, some¬ 
times only the infinite, spiritual moment in the absolute. 
vScarcely a single term is sharply defined, much less con¬ 
sistently used in a single meaning. 

3b. Philosophy of Mythology and Revelation. 

Once again Schelling is ready with a new statement of tlte 
j)roblem. Philosophy is the science of the existent. In this, 
however, a distinction is to be made l:)etween the what 
(quid sit) and the that (quod sit), or between essence and 
existence. The apprehension of the essence, of the con- 
cq>t, is the work of reason, but this does not go as far as 
actual being. Rational philosophy cognizes only the uni¬ 
versal, the possible, the necessary truths (whose contra¬ 
dictory is unthinkaible), but not the particular and factual. 
'Phis i>hil<>sophy can only assert: If anything exists it nuist 
conform to these laws; existence is not given with the 7 vhat. 
Hegel has ignored this distinction between the logical and 
the actual, has confused the rational and the real. Even 
the system of identity was merely rational, Lc., negative, 
30 
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philosophy, to which there must ibe added, as a second part, 
a positive or existential philosophy, which does not, like 
the former, rise to the highest principle, to God, but starts 
from this supreme Idea and shows its actuality. 

The content of this phase of Schelling's thought* was so 
unfruitful, and its influence so small, that brief hints con¬ 
cerning it must here suffice. First of all, the doctrine of the 
divine potencies and of creation is repeated in altered 
form, and then there is given a philosophy of the history 
of religion as a reflection of the theo‘gonic process in 
human consciousness. 

The potencies are now called the infinite ability to be 
(inactive will, subject), pure being (being without poten¬ 
tiality, o-bject), and spirit, which is free from the one¬ 
sidednesses of mere potentiality and of mere being, and 
master of itself (suibject-object) ; to these is added, fur¬ 
ther—not as a fourth, but as that which has the three 
predicates and is wholly in each—the absolute proper, as 
the cause and support of these attributes. The original 
unity of the three forms is dissolved, as the first raises 
itself out of the condition of a mere potency and with¬ 
draws itself from pure being in order to exist for itself: 
the tension extends itself to the two others—the second 
now comes out from its selflessness, subdues the first, and 
so leads the third back to unity. In creation the three 
potencies stand related as the unlimited Can-be. the limit¬ 
ing, Must-.be, and the Ought-to-be, or operate as material, 
formal, and final causes, all held in undivided conubina- 
tion by the soul. It was not until the end of creation that 
they became personalities. Man, in whom the potencie.s 
come to rest, can divide their unity again; his fall calls 
forth a new tension, and thereby the world becomes a 
world outside of Cod. History, the process of progressive 
reconciliation between the God-estranged world and 
* On Schelling’s negative and positive philosophy, published in the 
four volumes of the second division of the cf. Karl Gross, Die 

reine VernunfUtnssenschajt, systematise he Darstellung von Schellings 
negattver Philosophic^ 1889; Konstantin Frantz, Schellings positive 
Philosophic, in three parts, 1879—80; Ed von Hartmann, Gesammelte 
Studien und Aufsdtze, 1876, p. 650 ; Ad. Planck, Schellings 

nachgelassene Wer^e, 1858 ; also the essay by Hcydcr, referred to, 
p. 446, note}. 
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t God, passes through two periods—heathenistn, in which the 
second person works as a natural potency, and Christianity, 
in which it works with freedom. In the discussion of 
these positive philosophy becomes a philosophy of myth¬ 
ology and,revelation. The irresistible force of mythological 
ideas is explained by the fact that the gods are not crea¬ 
tions of the fancy, but real powers, namely, these potencies, 
which form the substance of human consciousness. 

The histor}’' of religion has for its starting-point the 
relative monotheism of humanity in its original unity, and 
for its goal the absolute monotheism of Christianity. 
With the separation into nations |X)lytheism arises. This 
is partly simultaneous polytheism fa plurality of gods 
under a chief god), partly successive polytheism (an actual 
plurality of divinities, changing dynasties of several chief 
gods), and develops from star worship or Sabeism up to the 
religion of the Greeks. The Greek mysteries form the tran¬ 
sition from mythology to revelation. While in the mytho¬ 
logical process one or other of the divine potencies (Ground, 
Son, Spirit) was always predominant, in Christianity they 
return into unity. The true monotheism of revelation 
shows God as an articulated unity, in which the opposites 
are contained, as being overcome. The person of Christ 
constitutes the content of Christianity, who, in his incarna¬ 
tion and sacrificial death, yields up the independence 
. out of God which had come to him through the fall of man. 
The three periods in the develofMnent of the Church (real, 
substantial unity—ideality or freedom—the reconciliation 
.of the two) were foreshadowed in the chief apostles: Peter, 
with his leaning toward the past, represents the Papal 
‘Church; Paul the thinker the Protestant Church; and the 
gentle John the Church of the future. 



CHAPTER XII 

SCHELLINC/S CO-VVORKERS. 


In his period of vigorous creation vSchelling was the center 
of an animated philosophical activity. Each phase of his 
philosophy found a circle of enthusiastic fellow-laborers, 
whom we must hesitate to term disciples l>ecause of their 
independence and of their reaction on Schelling himself. 
Only G. M. Klein (1776—1820, professor in Wurzburg), 
Stutzniann (died 1816 in Erlangen; Philosophy of the Uni’ 
verse, 1806; Philosophy of History, 1808). and the histori¬ 
ans of philosophy Ast and Rixner can be called disciples of 
Schelling. Prominent among his co-workers in the philos¬ 
ophy of nature were Steffens. Oken. Schubert, and Carus; 
l>esicles these the physiologist Burdach. the pathologist 
Kieser, the plant physiologist Nees von Esenbeck, and the 
medical thinker Schelver (Philosophy of Medicine. 1809) 
desen’e mention. Resides Hegel, J. f. Wagner and P'ried- 
rich Krause distingui.shed themselves as indeixindent 
founders of systems of identity; Troxler, Suabedissen, and 
Berger are also to be assigned to this group. Baader and 
Schleiermacher were competitors of Schelling in the phi¬ 
losophy of religion, and Solger in jesthetics. Finally Fr. 
J. Stahl (died 1861; Philosophy of Right, 1830 seq.), was 
also influenced by Schelling, There is a wide divergence in 
Schelling’s school, as J. E. Erdmann accurately remarks, 
between the naturalistic pantheist Oken and the mystical 
theosophist Baader, in whom elements which had been 
united in Schelling appear divided. 

1. The Philosophers of Nature. 

Henrik Steffens* (a Norwegian, 1773—1845; professor in 
Halle, Breslau, and Berlin) makes individual development 
the goal of nature—which is first completely attained in 

* Steffens : Contributions to the Inner Natural History of the 
Barth, 1801 ; Caricatures of the Holiest, 1819-21 ; Anthropology, 



PHILOSOPHERS OF NATURE 


469 


man and in his peculiarity or talentr—and holds that the 
- catastrophes of the spirit are reflected in the history of the 
earth. Lorenz Oken* (\779 —1851 ; professor in Jena 1807 
—27, then in Municli ^nd Zurich) identifies God and the 
universe, which comes to self-consciousness in man, the most 
perfect animal; teaches the development of organisms from 
an original slime (a mass of organic elements, infusoria, or 
cells) ; and looks on the animal kingdom as man anato¬ 
mized, in that the animal world contains in isolated devel- 
. ojjment that which man ]X)ssesses collected in minute 
organs—the worm is the feeling animal, the insect the light 
animal, the snail the touch animal, the bird the hearing 
animal, the fish the smelling animal, the amphibian the 
taste animal, the mammal the animal of all senses. 

While in Steffens geological interests predominate, and 
in Oken biological interests, Schubert, Cams, and Enne- 
moser are the psychologists of the school. Gotthilf 
Heinrich Schubertf (1780—1860; j>rofessor in Erlangen and 
Munich ) brings the human soul into intimate relation with 
the world-soul, whose phantasy gives form to all that is 
corporeal, and delights to dwell on the abnormal and 
mysterious phenomena of the inner life, the border-land 
between the physical and the psychical, on the unconscious 
and the half-conscious, on presentiments and clairvoyance, 
as from another direction also Schclling's j)hilosophy was 
brought into perilous connection with somnamibulism. A 
second predominantly contemplative thinker was Karl 
Gustav Carusf (1789—1869; at his death in Dresden physi- 
rcian to the king; Lectures on Psychology, 1831 ; Psyche. 
1846; Physis, 1851), greatly distinguished for his services 
to comparative anatomy. Cams endows the cell with 
unconscious psychical life,—^a memory for the past shows 

•Oken ; On the Significance of the Bones of the ShjtU, 1S07 ; Text¬ 
books of ^hc Philosophy oj Nature, 1809—ii, 2d cd. 1S31, ^d ed. 1S43 ; 
the journal Isis, from 1817. On Oken cf. C. Guttler, 1885. 

t G. H. Schubert: Vieu/s of the Dark ^i^^ <>f Natural Science, 
1808 ; The Primeval World and the Fixed Stars, 1822 ; History of the 
Soul, 1830 (in briefer form, Text-book of the Science of Man and of 
the Soul, 1838). 

$ Not to be confused with Friedrich August Carus (1770—1807 ; 
professor in Leipsic), whose History of Psychology, 1808, forms the 
.third part of his posd^umous works. 
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itself in the inheritance of dispositions and talents, just as • 
the formation of milk in the breasts of the pregnant and 
the formation of lungs in the embryo betray a prevision of 
the future,—and points out that yith the higher develop¬ 
ment of organic and spiritual life the antitheses constantly 
become more articulate: individual differences are greater 
among men than among women, among adults than among 
children, among Europeans than among negroes. 

2« The Philosophers of Identity. 

It has been said of the Dane Johann Erich von Berger 
(1772—1833; from 1814 professor in Kiel; Universal Out¬ 
lines of Science, 1817—^27) that he adopted a middle course 
between Fichte and Schelling. ITie same may be asserted 
of Karl Ferdinand Solger (1780—1819; at his death pro¬ 
fessor in Berlin; Erwin, Four Dialogues on Beauty and Art, 
1815; Lectures on Aesthetics, edited ‘by Heyse. 1829), wh(!i 
points out the womb of the beautiful in the fancy, and 
introduces into aesthetics the concept of irony, that spirit 
of sadness at the vanity of the finite, though this is neede<l 
by the Idea in order to its manifestation. 

In Johann Jacob Wagner* (1775—1841; professor in 
Wurzburg) and in J. P. Troxlerf (1780—1866) we find, 
as in Steffens, a fourfold division instead of Schelling*s 
triads. Both Wagner and Troxler find an exact corre¬ 
spondence between the laws of the universe and those of 
the human mind. Wagner (in confonnity to the categories 
essence and form, opposition and reconciliation) makes all 
becoming and cognition advance from unity te quadruplic- 
ity, and finds the four stages of knowledge in repres¬ 
entation, perception, judgment, and Idea. Troxler shares 
with Fries the anthropological standpoint (philosophy is 
anthropology, knowledge of the world is self-knowledge), 
and distinguishes, besides the emotional nature or the unity 
of human nature, four constituents thereof, spirit, higher 

* J. J. Wagner : Ideal Philosophy, 1804 ; Mathematical Philosophy, 
1811 ; Organon of Human Knowledge, 1830, in three parts, System 
of the World, of Knowledge, and of Language. On Wagner I., 
Kabus, 1862. 

f Troxler : Glances into the Nature of Man, 1812 ; Metaphysics, 
1828 ; Logic, 1830. 
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soul, lower soul (body, Leib), and body (Korper), and four 
corresponding kinds of knowledge, in reverse order, sensu¬ 
ous perception, experience, reason, and spiritual intuition, 
of which the middle two are mediate or reflective in 
character, while the first and last are intuitive. For D. 
Th. A. Suabedissen also (1773—1835; professor in Mar¬ 
burg; Examination of Man, 1815—18) philosophy is the 
science of man, and self-knowledge its starting point. 

The relatively limited reputation enjoyed in his own 
time and to-day by Friedrich Krause*^ (born in Eisenberg 
1781; habilitated in Jena 1802; lived privately in Dresden; 
became a Privatdocent in Gottingen from 1824; and died 
at Munich 1832; Prototype of Humanity, 1812, and numer¬ 
ous other works) has been due, on the one hand, to the 
appearance of his more gifted contemporary Hegel, and, 
on the other, to his peculiar tenninology. He not only 
Germanized all foreign words in a spirit of exaggerated 
purism, but also coined new verbal roots, {Mdl, Ant, Or, 
Om) and from these formed the most extraordinary combi¬ 
nations ( Vereinselbgansweseninnesein, Oromlehselbstscha- 
uen). His most important pupil, Ahrens (professor in 
Leipsic, died 1874; Course of Philosophy, 1836—38; 
Natural Right, 1852), helped Krause's doctrine to gain re¬ 
cognition in France and Belgium by his fine translations 
into French; while it was introduced iiito Spain by J. S. del 
Rio (^f Madrid (died 1869).—Since the finite is a negative, 
the infinite a positive concept, and hence the knowledge of 
the infinite primal, the principle of philoso-phy is the aibso- 
lute, and philosophy itself knowledge of God or the 
theory of essence. The Subjective Analytic Course leads 
from the self-viewing of the ego up to the vision of God; 
the Synthetic Course starts from the fundamental Idea, God, 
and deduces from this the partial Ideas, or presents the 
w^orld as the revelation of God. For his attempted recon¬ 
ciliation of theism and pantheism Krause invented the 
name panentheism, meaning thereby that God neither is the 

• On Krause cf. P. Hohlfcld, EHe Krausesche Philosophic, 1879 ; 
B. Martin, 1881 ; R. Eucken, Zur Erinnerung an Krause, FesUcde, 
1881. From his posthumous works Hohlfeld and Wiinsche have pub¬ 
lished the Lectures on Esthetics, the System of Aesthetics (both 1882), 
and numerous other treatises. 
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world nor stands outside the world. Imt has the world in 
himself and extends beyond it. He is absolute identity, 
nature and reason are relative identity, viz., the identity 
of the real and ideal, the fonner with the character of 
reality, the latter with the character of ideality. Or, 
the absolute considered from the side of its wholeness 
(infinity) is nature, considered from the side of its self¬ 
hood (unconditionality) is reason; God is the common root 
of both. Above nature and reason is humanity, which 
combines in itself the hig^hest products of both, the most 
perfect animal body and self-consciousness. The human¬ 
ity of earth, the humanity known to us. is but a very 
small portion of the humanity of the universe, which in the 
multitude of its members, which cannot be increased, con¬ 
stitutes the divine state. Krause’s most important work is 
his philosophy of right and of hisU)ry, with its marks of 
a highly keyed idealism. He treats human right as an 
effluence of divine right: I)esides the state or le^al union, he 
recognizes many other associations—the science and the art 
union, the religious society, the league of virtue or ethical 
union. His philosophy of history (General Theory oj Life, 
edited by Von Leonhardi, 1843) follows the Ficbtoo-Hege¬ 
lian rhythm, unity, division, and reunion, and correlates the 
several ages with these. The fir.st stage is germinal life; 
the second, youth; the third, maturity. The culmination 
is followed by a re\xrse movement from counter-maturity, 
through counter-youth, to counter-childhood, whereupon 
the development recommences—without cessation. It is to 
be regretted that this noble-minded man joined to his warm¬ 
hearted disposition, broad outlook, and rigorous method a 
heated fancy, which, crippling the operation of these 
advantageous qualities, led his thought quite too far away 
from reality. Ahrens, Von Leonhardi, Lindemann, and 
Roeder may be mentioned as followers of Krause. 

3. The Philo 8 < 9 hers of Religion. 

Franz (von) Baader, the son of a physician, was born in 
Munich in 1765, resided there as superintendent of mines, 
and, from 1826, as professor of speculative dogmatics, 
and died there also in 1841. .His works, which con- 
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sistecl only of a series of brief treatises, were collected (16 
vols., 1851—60) by bis most imi^)rtant adherent, Franz 
Hoffman* (at his death in 1881 professor in Wiirzburg). 
Baader may be characterized as a mediaeval thinker wlio 
has worked through the critical philoso]>hy, and who, 
a believing, yet liberal Catholic, endeavors to solve with 
the instruments of modern speculation the old Scholastic 
problem of the reconciliation of faith and knowledge. His 
themes are, on the one hand, the develo[)ment of Cod, and, 
on the other, the fall and redemption, which mean for him, 
however, not merely inner phenomena, but world-events. 
He is in sympathy with the Neoplatonists, with Augus¬ 
tine, with Thomas Aquinas, with Fckhart. with I^araceb 
sus, above all, with Jacob Bohme, and Bdhi'.ie’s follower 
l^ouis Claude St. Martin (1743—1804). but does not over¬ 
look the value of the modern (jerman philosophy. 
With Kant he begins the inquiry with the problem of 
knowledge; with Fichte he finds in self-consciousness the 
essence, and not merely a im)])erty, of spirit; with. Hegel 
he looks on Cod or the absolute sj)irit not only as the 
object, but also as the subject of knowledge. He rejects, 
however, the autonomy of the will and the spontaneity of 
thought; and though he criticises the Cartesian separation 
between the thought of the creator and that of the creature, 
he as little approves the pantheistic identification of the 
two—human cognition ]>articipates in the divine, without 
constituting a part of it. 

In accordance with its three principal objects, “ God. 
Nature, and Man,” philo.sophy divides into fundamental 
science (logic or the theory of knowledge and theology), 
the philosophy of nature (cosmology or the theory of 
creation and physics), and the philosophy of spirit (ethics 
and sociology). In all its parts it must receive religious 
treatment. Without God ure cannot know God. In our cog¬ 
nition of God he is at once knower and known; our being 
and all being is a being known by him; our self-conscious¬ 
ness is a consciousness of being known by God: coffitor, 

* Besides Hoffman, Lutterbcck and Hami:)crgcr have described and 
expounded Baadcr’s system. See also Baumann’s paper in the Philo- 
sophische Monatshejtc, vol. xiv., 1878, p. 321 seq. 
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ergo cogito ct sum ; iny being and thinking are based on 
my being thought by God. Conscience is a joint knowing 
with God’s knowing {conscientia). The relation ^between 
the known and the knower is threefold. Cognition is 
incomplete and lacks the free co-operation of the knower 
when God merely pervades (durchwohni) the creature, as 
is the case with the devil’s timorous and reluctant knowl¬ 
edge of God. A higher stage is reached when the known 
is present to the knower and dwells with him (leiwohnt)• 
Cognition becomes really free and perfect when God dwells 
in {imvohnt) the creature, in which case the finite reason 
yields itself freely and in admiration to the divine reason, 
lets the latter speak in itself, and feels its rule, not as for¬ 
eign, but as its own. (Baader maintains a like threefoldness 
in the practical sphere: the creature is either the object or, 
rather, the passive recipient, or the organ, or the represen¬ 
tative of the divine action, in the first case, God alone 
works; in the second, he co-operates with the creature; 
in the third, the creature works with the forces and in 
the name of God. Joyful obedience, conscious of its 
grounds, is the highest freedom). Knowing and loving, 
thought and volition, knowledge and faith, philosophy and 
dogma are as little to be abstractly divided as thing and 
self, being and thought, object and subject. True freedom 
and genuine speculation are neither blind traditional belief 
nor doubting, God-estranged thinking, but the free recog¬ 
nition of authority, and self-attained conviction of the 
truth of the Church doctrine. 

Baader distinguishes a tw’ofold creation of the world 
and a double process of development (an esoteric and an 
exoteric revelation) of God himself. The creation of the 
ideal world, as a free act of love, is a non-deducible fact; 
the theogonic process, on the contrary, is a necessary event 
by which God becomes a unity returning from division to 
itself, and so a living God. The eternal self-generation of 
God is a twofold birth: in the immanent or logical 
process the unsearchable will (Father) gives birth to the 
comprehensible will (Son) to tmite with it as Spirit; the 
place of this self-revelation is wisdom or the Idea. In the 
emanent or real process, since desire or nature is added to 
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the Idea and is overcome by it, these three moments become 
actual persons. In the creation of the—^at first imma¬ 
terial—world, in which God unites, not with his essence, 
but with his image only, the same two powers, desire and 
wisdom, operate as the principles of matter and form. 
The materialization of the world is a consequence of the 
fall. Evil consists in the elevation of selfhood, which 
springs from desire, into self-seeking. I^ucifer fell because 
of pride, and man, yielding to Lucifer’s temptation, from 
f)aseness, by falling in love with nature beneath him. By 
the creation of matter God has out of pity preserved the 
world, which was corrupted by the fall, from the descent 
into hell, and at the same time has given man occasion 
for moral endeavor. The appearance of Christ, the i>erson- 
ification of the moral law, is the beginning of reconcilia¬ 
tion, which man appropriates through the sacrament. 
Kature participates in the redemption, as in the corruption. 

Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiemiacher was born in 1768 
at Breslau, and died in 1834 in Berlin, where he had 
become preacher at Trinity church in 1809, professor of 
theology in 1810, menuber of the philosophical section of 
the Academy in 1811, and its secretary in 1814. Reared 
in the Moravian schools at Niesky and Barby, he studied 
at Halle; and, between 1794 and 1804, was a preacher in 
Landsberg on the Warthe, in Berlin (at the Charite Hospi¬ 
tal), and in Stoipe, then professor in Halle. He first 
attracted attention by the often republished Discourses on 
Religion addressed to the Uducaied among those n ho despise 
it, 1799 (critical edition by Punjer, 1879), which was fol¬ 
lowed in the succeeding year by the Monologues, and the 
anonymous Confidential Letters on Lucinde (Lucinde w^as 
the work of his friend Fr. Schlegel). Besides several collec¬ 
tions of sermons, mention must further be made of his 
Outlines of a Critique of Prezious Ethics, 1803; The Cele¬ 
bration of Christmas, 1806; and his chief theological work. 
The Christian Faith, 1822, new edition 1830. In the third 
(the philosophical) division of his Collected Works (1835— 
64) the second and third volumes contain the essays on 
the history of philosophy, on ethical, and on academic sub¬ 
jects ; vols. vi. to ix., the Lectures on Psychology, .iisthet- 
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ics, the Theory of the State, and Kdiication, edited hy 
(7eorge, Lommatsch, Brandis, and Platz: and the first part 
of vol. iv., \\\v. History oj Philosophy (to vS})inoza), edited by 
Ritter. The Monologues and The Celebration of Christmas 
have appeared in RcclanEs BiMiothek, 

Sell lei ermacher's philosophy is a rendezvous for the 
most diverse systems. Side by side with ideas from Kant. 
Fichte, and Schelling we meet Platonic, vSpinozistic, and 
Leibnitzian elements; even Jacobi and the Romanticists 
have contributed their mite. Schleiennacher is an eclectic, 
but one who. amid tlie fusion of the most diverse ideas, 
knows how to make his own individuality felt. In spite (»f 
manifold echoes of the jdiilosophemes of earlier and of con* 
teni})orary thinkers, his system is not a conglomeration of 
unrelated lines of thought, but resembles a plant, which in its 
own way works over and assimilates the nutritive elements 
taken up from the soil. Schleiermaclier is attractive rather 
than impressive; he is less a discoverer than a critic and 
systematizer. His fine critical sense works in the service 
of a positive aim, subserves a harmonizing tendency; he 
takes no pleasure in breaking to pieces, but in adjusting, lim¬ 
iting, and combining. There is no one of the given views 
which entirely satisfies him, none which simply re]>els him; 
each contains elements which seem U) him worthy of trans¬ 
formation and adoption. When he finds himself confronted 
by a sharp conflict of opinion, he seeks by careful mediation 
to construct a whole out of the two “half tniths,’* though 
this, it is true, does not always give a result more satisfac¬ 
tory than the [partial views which he wishes to reconcile. 
A single example may be given of this conciliatory tend- 
•ency: space, time, and the categories are not only subjective 
forms of knowledge, but at the same time objective forms 
of reality. “ Not only ’’ is the watchword of his philos¬ 
ophy, which became the prototype of the numberless 
“ ideal-reali.sms ” with which Germany was flooded after 
Hegel’s death. If the skeptical and eclectic movements, 
which constantly make their appearance together, are else¬ 
where divided among different thinkers, they here come 
together in one mind in the form of a mediating criticism, 
which, although it argues logically, is yet in the end always 
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guided by the invisible cords of afeelimj of justice in matters 
scientific. In its weaker |K)rtions Schleieriiiacher’s phi¬ 
losophy is marked by lack of 'grasp, pettiness, and sport¬ 
iveness. It lacks courage and force, and the rare delicacy 
of the thought is not entirely able U) compensate for this 
defect. In its fear of one-sidedness it takes refuge in the 
arms of an often faint-hearted ix)licy of reconciliation. 

We shall not discuss the specifically theological achieve¬ 
ments of this many-sided man, nor his great services in 
behalf of the pljjJological knowledge of the history of phi¬ 
losophy—through his translation of Plato, 1804— 28, and a 
series of valuable essays on Greek thinkers—but shall con¬ 
fine our attention to the leading principles of his theory of 
know'led'^e, of religion, and of ethics. 

The Dialectic* (edited by Jonas, 1839), treats in a tran¬ 
scendental part and a technical or fomial part of the concept 
and the forms of knowledge. Knowledge is thought. What 
distinguishes that thought which we call knowledge from 
that other thought which does not deserve this honoralile 
title, from mere opinion? Two criteria: its agreement with 
the thought of other thinkers (its universality and necessity), 
and its agreement with the being which is thought in it. 
I'hat thought alone is knowledge which is represented as 
necessarily valid for all who are capable of thought, and as 
corresjjonding to a being or rq>roducing it. These two 
agreements (among thinkers, and of thought with the being 
which is thought) are the criteria of knowledge—let us turn 
now to its factors. These are essentially the two brought 
forward by Kant, sensibility and understanding: Schleier- 
macher calls them the organic function and the intellectual 
function. The organic activity of the senses furnishes us, 
in sensations, the unordered, manifold material of knowP 
edge, which is formed and unified by the activity of 
reason. If we except two concepts which limit our knowl¬ 
edge, chaos and God—absolute formlessness or chaos is an 
idea just as incapable of realization as absolute unity or 
deity-^every actual cognition is a product of both factors, 

* CL Quacbicker, UcKr Schleiermachen er1{cnntnisstheorctischc 
Grundansicht, 1871, and the Inquiries by Bruno Weiss in the Zeits- 
chrijt jiU* Philosophic, vols. Ixxiii,^—Ixxv., 1878— 19, 
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of the sensuous organization and of reason. But these 
two do not play equal parts in every cognitive act. When 
the organic function is predominant we have perception; 
when the intellectual function predominates we have 
thought in the strict sense. A perfect balance of the two 
would be intuition, w-hich, however, constitutes the goal of 
knowledge, never fully to be realized. These two kinds of 
knowledge, therefore, are not specifically, but only rela¬ 
tively, different: in all perception reason is also active, 
and in all thought sensibility, only tq^a less degree 
than the opposite function. Moreover, |x^rception and 
thought, or sensibility and reason, are by no means to 
relate to different objects. They have the same object, 
only that the organic activity represents it as an indefinite, 
chaotic manifold, while the activity of reason (whose work 
consists in discrimination and combination), represents it 
as a well-ordered multiplicity and unity. It is the same 
being which is represented by percq>tion in the form of an 
image,” and by thought in the form of a concept.” In 
the former case we have the world as chaos; in the latter, we 
have it as cosmos. Inasmuch as ^the two factors in knowl- 
-edge represent the same object in relatively different ways, 
it may be said of them that they are opposed to each other, 
and yet identical. The same is true of the two modes of 
being which Schleiermacher posits as real and ideal over 
against the two factors in thought. Tlie real is that which 
corresponds to the organic function, the ideal that which 
corresponds to the activity of reason. These forms of being 
also are opposed, and yet identical. Our .self-consciousness 
gives clear proof of the fact that thought and being can 
be identical; in it, as thinking l)eing, we have the identity 
of the real and the ideal, of »being and thought imme¬ 
diately given. As the ego, in which the subject of thought 
and the object of thought are one, is the undivided ground 
of its several activities, so God is the primal unity, which 
lies at the basis of the totality of the world. As in Schelling, 
the absolute is described as self-identical, absolute unity, 
exalted above the antithesis of real and ideal, nay, above 
all antitheses. God is the negation of opposites, the 
world the totality of them. If there were an adequate 
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knowledge of the absolute identity it would be an absolute 
knowledge. This is denied, however, to us men, who are 
never able to rise above the o.pjx)sition of sensuous and 
intellectual coignition. The unity of thought and being is 
presupposed in all thinking, but can never actually be 
thought- As an Idea this identity is indispensable, but to 
think it definitely, either by conception or judgment, is 
impossible. The concepts supreme power (God or creative 
nature) and supreme cause (fate or providence) do not 
attain to that which we seek to think in them; that which 
lias in it no opposition is an idea incapable of realization by 
man, but. nevertheless, a necessary ideal, the presupposi¬ 
tion of all cognition (and volition), and the ground of all 
certitude. All knowledge must be related to the absolute 
unity and be accompanied by it. Since, then, the absolute 
identity cannot be presented, but ever sought for only, and 
absolute knowledge exists only as an ideal, dialectic is not 
so much a science as a technique of thought and proof, an 
introduction to philosophic thinking or (since knowledge 
is thought in common) to discussion in conformity with 
the rules of the art. With this the name dialectic returns 
to its original Platonic meaning. 

The popular ideas of God ill stand examination by the 
standard furnished by the principle of identity. The 
plurality of attributes which we are accustomed to ascribe 
to God agree but poorly wdth his unity free from all con¬ 
trariety. In reality God does not possess these manifold 
attributes; they first arise in the religious consciousness, 
in which his unconditioned and undivided working is 
variously reflected and, as it were, divided. They are 
only the various reflections of his undivided nature in the 
mind of the observer. In God ability and performance, 
intelligence and will, his thought of self and his thought 
of the world coincide in one. Even the concept of 
personality must not be ascribed to God, since it is a limi¬ 
tation of the infinite and belongs to mythology; while the 
idea of life, on the contrary, is allowable as a protection 
against atheism and fatalism. When Schleiermacher, 
further, equates the activity of God and the causality 
of nature he ranges himself on the pantheistic side in 
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regard to the question of the “immanence or transcendencer 
o£ God/’ without being willing to acknowledge it. It 
sounds Spinozistic enough when he says: God never was 
without the world, he exists neither before nor outside it, 
we know him only in us and in things. Besides that which 
he actually brings forth, God could not produce anything 
further, and just as little does he miraculously interfere in 
the course of the world as regulated by natural law. 
ESverything takes place necessarily, and man is distinguished 
above other beings neither by freedom (if by freedom we 
understand anything more than inner necessitation) nor by 
eternal existence. Like all individual l>eings, so we are 
but changing states in the life of the universe, which, as 
they have arisen, will disappear again. The common repre¬ 
sentations of immortality, with their hope of future com¬ 
pensation, are far from pious. The true immortality of 
religion is this—amid finitude to l>ecome one with the infi¬ 
nite, and in one moment to be eternal. 

Schleiermacher’s optimism well harmonizes with this 
view^ of the relation between God and the world. If the 
universe is the phenomenon of the divine activity, then 
considered as a whole it is perfect; whatever of imper¬ 
fection we find in it, is merely the inevitable result of 
finitude. The bad is merely the less perfect; everything 
is as good as it can be; the world is the best possible: 
everything is in its right place; even tlie meanest thing is 
indispensable; even the mistakes of men are to be 
treated with consideration. All is good and divine. 
In this way Schleiennacher weds ideas from Spinoza 
to Leibnitzian conceptions. From the former he ajvpro- 
priates pantheism, from the latter optimism and the con¬ 
cept of individuality; he shares determinism with both; 
all events, even the decisions of the will, are subject to the 
law^ of necessity. 

In the philosophy oj religion Schleiermacher created a 
new epoch by his separation between religion and related 
departments with which it had often been identified before 
his time, as it has been since. In its origin and essence reli¬ 
gion is not a matter of knowing, further, not a matter of 
willing, but a matter of the heart. It lies quite outside the* 
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Sphere of speculation and of practice, coincides neither with 
metaphysics nor with ethics, is not knowledge and not voli¬ 
tion, but an intermediate third: it has its own province in 
the emotional nature, where it reigns without limitation; its 
essence is intuition and feeling in undivided unity. In 
feeling is revealed the presence of the infinite; in feeling 
we become immediately aware of the Deity. The absolute, 
which in cognition and volition we only presuppose and 
demand, but never attain, is actually given in feeling alone 
as the relative identity and the common ground of cogni¬ 
tion and volition. Religion is piety, an affective, not an 
objective, consciousness. And if certain religious ideas and 
actions ally themselves with the pious state of mind, these 
are not essential constituents of religion, but derivative 
elements, which possess a religious significance only in so 
far as they immediately develop-) from piety and exert an 
influence upon it. That which makes an act religious is 
always feeling as a point of indifference between knowing 
and doing, between receptive and foiihgoing activity, as the 
center and junction of all the powers of the soul, as the 
very focus of personality. And as feeling in general is the 
middle point in the life of the soul, so, again, the religious 
feeling is the root of all genuine feeling. What sort of 
a feeling, then, is piety? Schleiermacher answers: A feel¬ 
ing of absolute dependence. Dependence on what? On the 
universe, on God. Religion grows out of the longing after 
the infinite, it is the sense and taste for the All, the direc¬ 
tion toward the eternal, the impulse toward the absolute 
unity, immediate experience of the world harmony; like 
art, religion is the immediate apprehension of a wdiole. Tn 
and before God all that is individual disappears, the reli¬ 
gious man sees one and the same thing in all that is parti¬ 
cular. To represent all events in the world as actions of a 
God, to see God in all and all in God, to feel one’s self one 
with the eternal,—^this is religion. As we look on all being 
within us and without as proceeding from the w orld-ground, 
as determined by an ultimate cause, vve feel ourselves 
dependent on the divine causality. Like all that is finite, 
we also are the effect of the absolute Powder. While we 
stand in a relation of interaction with the individual parts 
31 
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of the world, and feel ourselves partially free in relation to 
them, we can only receive effects from God without answer- 
in^ them; even our self-activity we have from him. Never¬ 
theless the feeling of dejiendence is not to he depressing, 
not humbling merely, but the joyous sense of an exaltii- 
tion and broadeninj; of life. In our devotion to the universe 
we participate in the life of the universe; by leaning on the 
infinite we supplement our finitude—religion makes up for 
the needy condition of man by bringing him into relation 
with the absolute, and teaching him to know and to feel 
himself a part of the whole. 

From this elevating influence of religion, which Schleier- 
machcr eloquently dejnets, it is at once evident that his 
definition of it as a feeling of absolute dependence is only 
half correct. It needs to be supplemented by the feeling 
of freedom, which exalts us by the consciousness of the 
oneness of the human reason and the divine. It is only to 
this side of religion, neglected by Schleicrrnacher, that we 
can ascribe its inspiring influence, which he in vain 
endeavors to derive from the feeling of dependence. Power 
can never spring from humility as such. This defect, 
however, does not detract from Schleiermacher\s merit in 
assigning to, religion a .special field of spiritual activity. 
While Kant treats religion as an appendix to ethics, and 
Hegel, with a one-sidedness which is still worse, reduces 
it to an undeveloped form of knowledge, Schleiennacher 
recognizes that it is not a mere concomitant phenomenon 
—whether an incidental result or a preliminary stage— 
of morality or cognition, but something independent, co¬ 
ordinate with volition and co.gnition, and of equal legiti¬ 
macy. The proof that religion has its habitation in feeling 
is the more deserving of thanks since it by no means 
induced Schleicrrnacher to overlook the connection of the 
God-consciousness with self-consciousness and the cons¬ 
ciousness of the world. Schleiermacher^s theory, more¬ 
over, may be held correct without ignoring the relatively 
legitimate elements in the views of religion which he 
attacked. With the view that religion has its seat in feel¬ 
ing, it is quite possible to combine a recognition of the fact 
that it has its origin in the will, and its basis in morals, and 
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fchat, further, it has the significance of being (to use 
Schopenhauer's words) the “metaphysics of the people.” 

Although religion and piety be made synonymous, it 
must still be admitted that in a being capable of knowing 
and willing as well as of feeling, this devout frame will 
have results in the spheres of cognition and action. In 
regard to cultus Schleiermacher maintains that a religious 
observance which does not spring from one's own feeling 
and find an echo therein is superstitious, and demands 
that religious feeling, like a sacred melody, accompany all 
human action, that everything be done with religion, 
nothing from religion. Instead of expressing itself in 
single specifically religious actions, the religious feeling 
.should uniformly pervade the whole life. Let a private 
room be the temple where the voice of the priest is raised. 
Dogmas, again, are descriptions of pious excitation, and 
tcike their origin in man's reflection on his religious feelings, 
in his endeavor to explain them, in his expression of them 
in ideas and words. "Idle concepts and principles of theo¬ 
logy are valid only as descriptions and presentations of 
feelings, not as cognitions; by their unavoidable anthropo¬ 
morphic character alone they are completely unfitted for 
science. The dogmatic system is an envelopment which 
religion accepts with a smile. He who treats religious doc¬ 
trines as science falls into empty mythology. Principles 
of faith and principles of knowledge are in no way related to 
one another, neither by way of opposition nor by way of 
agreement; they never come into contact. A theology in 
the sense of an actual science of God is impossible. Further, 
out of its dogmas the Church constructs prescriptive 
symbols, a step which must be deplored. It is to be hoped 
that some time religion will no longer have need of the 
Church. In view of the present condition of affairs it must 
be said that the more religious a man is the more secular 
he must become, and that the cultured man opposes the 
Church in order to promote religion. 

So-called natural religion is nothing more than an 
abstraction of thought; in reality |X)sitive religions alone 
exist. Because of the infinity of God and the finitude of 
man, the one, universal, eternal religion can only manifest 
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itself in the form of particular historical religions, which 
are termed revealed because founded by religious heroes, 
creative personalities, in whom an especially lively reli¬ 
gious feeling is aroused by a new view of the universe, and 
determines (not, like artistic inspiration, single moments, 
but) their whole existence. Three stages are to be distin¬ 
guished in the development of religion, according as the 
world is represented as an unordered unity (chaos), or as 
an indeterminate manifold of forces and elements (plurality 
without unity), or, finally, as an organized plurality domi¬ 
nated by unity (system)—fetichism with fatalism, poly¬ 
theism, mono-(including pan-) theism. Among the religions 
of the third stadium Islam is physical or aesthetic in spirit: 
Judaism and Christianity, on the other hand, ethical or 
teleological. The Christian religion is the most perfect. 
l>ecause it gives the central place to the concept of redemp¬ 
tion and reconciliation (hence to that which is 
essential to religion) instead of to the Jewish idea 
of retribution. 

The concept of individuality became of the highest 
importance for Schleiermacher’s ethics, as well as for his 
philosophy of religion; and by his high appreciation of it 
he ranges himself with Leibnitz, Herder, Goethe, and 
Novalis. Now two sides may be distinguished both in 
regard to that which the individual is and to that which he 
ought to accomplish. Like every particular being, man is 
an abbreviated, concentrated presentation of the universe: 
he contains everything in himself, contains all, that is, in a 
not yet unfolded, germinal manner, awaiting development 
in life in time, but yet in a form .peculiar to him, which is 
never repeated elsewhere. This yields a twofold moral 
task. The individual ought to rouse into actuality the 
infinite fullness of content which he possesses as possibility, 
as slumbering germs, should harmoniously develop his 
capacities: yet in this he must not look upon the unique 
form which has been bestowed upon him as worthless. He 
is not to feel himself a mere specimen, an unimportant repe¬ 
tition of the type, but as a particular, and in this parti¬ 
cularity a significant, expression of the absolute, whose 
omission would cause a gap in the world. It is surprising 
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that the majority of the thinkers who have defended the 
value of individuality lay far less stress upon the micro- 
. cosinical nature of the individual and the development of 
his caj)acities in all directions than on care for his peculiar 
qualities. So also Schleiennacher. Yet he .gradually re¬ 
turned from the extreme individualism—the Monologues 
. affect one almost rei>ellently by the impulse which they 
give to vain self-reflection—which he at first defended. 

In the Ethics (edited by Kirchmann, 1870; earlier 
editions hy Schweizer, 18v35, and Twesten, 1841) Schleier- 
niacher ibrings the well-nigh forgotten concept of 'goods 
again into honor. The three points of view from which 
ethics is to be discussed, and each of which presents the 
whole ethical field in its own ])eculiar way—the good, 
virtue, duty-—are related as resultant, force, and law of 
motion. Every union of reason and nature produced by 
the action of the former on the latter is called a good ; the 
sum of these unities, the highest good. According as 
reason uses nature as an instrument in formation or as a 
symbol in cognition her action is formative or indicative; 
it is, further, either common or peculiar. On the crossing 
of these (fluctuating) distinctions of identical and indivi¬ 
dual organization and symbolization is based the division 
of the theory of goods: 


Ident. Or^an,: 
Individ, Organ.: 


Spheres. Relations. 

Intercourse. Right. 

Property. Free Sociability. 


Ident. Symbol.: Knowledge. Faith. 


Individ, Symbol.: Feeling. 


Revelation. 


(tOODS. 

The State. 
Class, House, 
Friendship. 
School and 
University. 
The Church 

(Art). 


The four ethical communities, each of which represents 
the organic union of opposites—rulers and subjects, host 
and guests, teachers and pupils or scholars and the public, 
the clergy and the laity—^have for their foundation the 
family and the unity of the nation. Virtue (the personal 
unification of reason and sensibility) is either disposition 
. or skill, and in each case either cognitive or presentative; 
this yields the cardinal virtues wisdom, love, discretion, 

; and perseverance. The division of duties into duties of 



486 


SCHLEIERMACHER 


right, duties of love, duties of vocation, and duties of cons¬ 
cience rests on the distinction between community in pro¬ 
duction and appropriation, each of which may be universal 
or individual. The most general laws of duty (duty is the 
Idea of the good in an imperative form) run: Act at every 
instant with all thy moral power, and aiming at thy whole 
moral problem; act with all virtues and in view of all 
goods, further. Always do that action which is most advan¬ 
tageous for the whole sphere of morality, in which two 
different factors are included: Always do that toward 
which thou findest thyself inwardly moved, and that to 
which thou findest thyself required from without. Instead 
of following further the wearisome schematism of Schleier- 
macher’s ethics, we may notice, finally, a fundamental 
thought which our philosopher also discussed by itself: 
The sharp contraposition of natural and moral law', advo¬ 
cated by Kant, is unjustifiable; the moral law is itself a law 
of nature, viz., of rational will. It is true neither that the 
moral law is a mere “ought” nor that the kuv of nature is a 
mere “being,” a universally followed “must.” For, on the 
one hand, ethics has to do with the law which human action 
really follows, and, on the other, there are violations of 
rule in nature also. Immorality, the imperfect mastery of 
the sensuous impulses by rational will, has an analogue in 
the abnormalities—deformities and diseases—in nature, 
which show that here also the higher (organic) principles 
are not completely successful in controlling the low'er 
processes. The higher law everywhere suffers disturbances, 
from the resistance of the lower forces, wdiich cannot be 
entirely conquered. It is Schleiermacher’s determinism 
which leads him, in view of the parallelism of the two legis¬ 
lations, to overlook their essential distinction. 

Adherents of Schleiermacher are Vorlander (died 1867), 
George (died 1874), the theologian, Richard Rothe (died 
1867; cf. Nippold, 1873 seq.), and the historians of philo¬ 
sophy, Brandis (died 1867) and H. Ritter (died 1869).* 

* W. Oilthey (born 1834), the successor of Lotze in Berlin, is 
publishing a life of Schleiermacher (vol. i. 1867-70). Cf. also Dilthey’.s 
briefer account in the AUgetneine dcutsche Biographic, and Haym’s 
Romantische Schule, 1870 Further, Aus Schlciermachcrs Lehen, in 
Briefen, 4 vols., 1858-63. 
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HEGEL. 


Gkorg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel was bom at 
Stuttgart on August 27, 1770. He attended the «gymna- 
sium of his native city, and, from 1788, the Tubingen semi¬ 
nary as a student of theology; while in 1793-1800 he 
resided as a .private tutor in Berne and Frankfort-on-the- 
Main. In the latter city the plan of his future system was 
already maturing. A manuscript outline divides philo¬ 
sophy, following the ancient division, logic, physics, and 
ethics, into three parts, the first of which (the fundamental 
science, the doctrine of the categories and of method, com¬ 
bining logic and metaphysics) considers the absolute as 
pure Idea, while the second considers it as nature, and the 
third as real (ethical) spirit. Hegel habilitated in 1801 at 
Jena, wdth a Latin dissertation On the Orbits of the Planets, 
in which, ignorant of the discovery of Ceres, he maintained 
that on rational grounds—assuming that the number- 
series given in Plato’s Timaeus is the true order of nature 
—no additional planet could exist between Mars and 
Jupiter. This dissertation gives, further, a deduction of 
Kepler’s law^s. The essay on the Difference betzveen the 
Sysfetn^ of Fichte and Schelling had appeared e\^en pre¬ 
vious to this. In company with Schelling he edited in 
1802-03 the Kritisches Journal der PhilosoMiie. The 
article on “Faith and Knowledge” published in this journal 
characterizes the standpoint of Kant, Jacobi, and Fichte as 
that of reflection, for which finite and infinite, being and 
thought form an antithesis, while true speculation grasps 
these in their identity. In the night before the battle of 
Jena Hegel finished the revision of his Phenomenology of 
Spirit, which was published in 1807. The extraordinary 
professorship given him in 1805 he was forced to resign on 
account of financial considerations; then he was for a year 
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a newspaper editor in Bamberg, and in 1808 went as a 
gymnasial rector to Nuremberg, where he instructed the 
higher classes in philosophy. His lectures there are printed 
in the eighteenth volume of his works, under the title 
Propoedeutic, In the Nuremberg period fell his marriage 
and the publication of the Logic (vol. i. 1812, vol. ii. 1816). 
In 1816 he was called as professor of philosophy to Heidel¬ 
berg (where the Encyclopccdia appeared, 1817), and two 
years later to Berlin. The Outlines of the Philosophy of 
Right, 1821, is the only major work which was written 
in Berlin. The Jahrhucher fur wissenschaftliche Kritih, 
founded in 1827 as an organ of the school, contained a few 
critiques, but for the rest he devoted his wbole strength to 
his lectures. He fell a victim to the cholera on November 
14, 1831. The collected edition of his works in eighteen 
volumes (1832-45) contains in vols. ii.-viii. the four 
major works which had been published by Hegel himself 
(the Encyclopa-dia with additions from the Lectures) : 
in vols. i., xvi., and xvii. the minor treatises; in vols. ix.-xv. 
the I^ectures, edited by Gans, Hotho, Marheineke, and 
Michelet. The Letters from and to Hegel have been added 
as a nineteenth volume, under the editorship of Karl 
Hegel, 1887,* 

We may preface our exposition of the parts of the 
system by some remarks on Hegel’s standpoint in general 
and his scientific method. 

• Hegel’s Life has been written by Karl Rosenkranz (1844), who 
has also defended the master {Apologie Hegcls, 1858) against R. 
Haym (Hegel und seine Zeit, 1857), and extolled him as the national 
philosopher of Germany (1870 ; English by G. S. Hall). Cf., further, 
the neat popular exposition by Karl Kostlin, 1870, and the essays by 
Ed. von Hartmann, Ueber die diald^tische Methode, 1868, and He gels 
Panlogismus (1870, incorporated in the Gcsammelte Studien und 
Aufsdtze, 1876). [The English reader may consult E. Caird’s Hegel 
in Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics, 1883 ; Harris’s HegeVs Logic, 
Morris’s HegeVs Philosophy of the State and of History, and Kedney’s 
HegeVs JEsthetics in Griggs’s Philosophical Classics ; and Wallace’s 
translation of the “ Logic ’’—from the Encyclopadia^w'ith Prolego¬ 
mena, 1874, 2d. cd., Translation, 1892, Prolegomena to follow. Sdrl- 
ing’s Secret of Hegel, 2 vols,, London, 1865, includes a translation of 
a part of the Logic, and numerous translations from different works 
of the master are to be found in the Journal of Speculative Philosophy, 
The Lectures on the Philosophy of History have been translated by J. 
Sibree, M.A., in Bohn’s Library, 1860, and E. S. Haldane is issuing a 
translation of those on die History of Philosophy, vol. i., 1892:.—Tiul 
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1. Hegel’s View of the World and his Method. 

In Hegel there revives in full vigor tlie intellectualism 
wrhich from the first had lain in the l)lood of German philo¬ 
sophy, and which Kant's moralism had only temporarily 
restrained. The primary of practical reason is discarded, 
and theory is extolled as the ground, center, and aim of 
human, nay, of all existence. 

lycibnitz and Hegel are the classical representatives of 
the intellectualistic view of the world. In the former the 
subjective psychological point of view is dominant, in 
the latter, the objective cosmical position: Leibnitz argues 
from the representative nature of the soul to an analogous 
constitution of all elements of the universe; from the 
general mission of all that is real, to be a manifestation 
of reason, Hegel deduces that of the individual sj)irit, to 
realize a determinate series of stages of thought. The 
true reality is reason; all being is the embodiment of a 
pregnant thought, all becoming a movement of the con¬ 
cept, the world a development of thought. The absolute 
or the logical Idea exists first as a system of antemundane 
concepts, then it descends into the unconscious sphere of 
nature, aw^akens to self-consciousness in man, realizes its 
content in social institutions, in order, finally, in art, reli¬ 
gion, and science to return to itself enriched and completed. 
Le,, to attain a higher absoluteness than that of the begin¬ 
ning. Philosophy is the highest product and.the goal of 
the world-process. As will, intuition, representation, and 
feeling are lower forms of thought, so ethics, art, and reli¬ 
gion are preliminary stages in philosophy: for it first suc¬ 
ceeds in that which these vainly attempt, in presenting the 
concept adequately, in conceptual form. 

If we develop that which is contained as a constituent 
factor or by implication in tlie intellectualistic thesis, 
*'A11 being is thought realized, all becoming a development 
of thought,” we reach the following dcfmitions: (1) The 
object of philosophy is formed by the Ideas of things. Its 
aim is to search out the concept, the purpose, the signi¬ 
ficance of phenomena, and to assign to these their corres¬ 
ponding positions in the world and in the system of know- 
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ledge. It is chiefly interested in discovering where in the 
scale of values a thing belongs according to its meaning 
and its destination; the procedure is teleological, valuing, 
aesthetic. Instead of a causal explanation of phenomena 
we are given an ideal interpretation of them. (So Lotze 
accurately describes the character of German idealism.) 
(2) If all that is real is a manifestation of reason and each 
thing a stage, a modification of thought, then thought and 
being are identical. (3) If the world is thought in becom¬ 
ing, and philosophy has to set forth this process, philosophy 
is a theory of development. If each thing realizes a 
thought, then all that is real is rational; and if the world 
process attains its highest stadium in philosophy, and this 
in turn its completion in the system of absolute idealism, 
then all that is ’“ational is real. Reason or the Idea is not 
merely a demand, a longed for ideal, but a world-power which 
accomplishes its own realization, ‘‘The rational is real and 
the real is rationar' (Preface to the Philosophy of Right). 
Or to sum it ui3—Ilegers philosophy is idealism, a system 
of identity, and an optimistic doctrine of development. 
What, then, distinguishes Hegel from other idealists, philo¬ 
sophers of identity, and teachers of development? What in 
particular distinguishes him from his j^redccessor Schelling? 

In vSclielling nature is the .subject and art the conclusion 
of the development; his idealism has a physical and 
;e.sthetical character, as F'ichte’s an ethical character. In 
Hegel, hou-ever, the concept is the subject and goal of the 
development, his philosophy is, in the words of Haym, a 
**Logisicrung'' of the world, a logical idealism. 

The theory of identity is that system which looks upon 
nature and spirit as one in essence and as phenomenal 
modes of an alxsolute which is above them both. But 
w’hile Schelling treats the real and the ideal as having equal 
rights, Hegel restores the Fichtean subordination of nature 
to spirit, without, however, sharing Fichte's contempt for 
nature. Nature is neither co-ordinate with spirit nor a 
mere instrument for spirit, but a transition stage in the 
development of the absolute, viz., the Idea in its other- 
being (Anderssein). It is spirit itself that becomes nature 
in order to become actual, conscious spirit; before the abso- 
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lute became nature it was already spirit, not. indeed, ‘"for 
itself” (fur sick), yet “in itself” (an sich), it was Idea or 
reason. Tbe ideal is not merely the morniiiig which follows 
the night of reality, but also the evening which precedes it. 
The absolute (the concept) develops from in-itself 
(Ansich) through out-of-self (Aussersich) or other-being 
to for-itself (Pursicli ); if exists first as reason (system of 
logical concepts), then as nature, finally as living spirit. 
Thus Hegefs philosophy of identity is distinguished from 
Schelling’s by two factors: it subordinates nature to spirit, 
and conceives the absolute of the beginning not as the in¬ 
difference of the real and ideal, but as ideal, as a realm of 
eternal thoughts. 

The assertion that Hegel represents a synthesis of Fichte 
and Schclling is therefore justified. This is true, further, 
for the character of Hegefs thought as a whole, in so far 
as it follows a middle course between the. world-estranged, 
rigid abstractness of I'ichte’s thinking and Schelling's 
artistico-fanciful intuition, sharing with the former its 
logical stringency as well as its dominant interest in the 
philosophy of .spirit, and with the latter its wide outlook 
and its sense for the worth and the richness of that which 
i.s individual. 

We have characterized Ilegers system, thirdly, as a phi¬ 
losophy of development. The point of distinction here is 
that Hegel carries out with logical consecutiveness and ui> 
to the point of obstinacy the principle of development, 
which Fichte had discovered, and which Schelling also had 
occasionally employed,—the threefold rhythm thesis, anti¬ 
thesis, synthesis. Here we come to Hegel’s dialectic 
method. He reached this as the true method of speculation 
through a comparison of the two forms of philosophy which 
he found dominant at the beginning of his career—the Illu¬ 
mination culminating in Kant, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, the doctrine of identity defended by Schelling 
and his circle—neither of which entirely satisfied him. 

In regard to the main question he feels himself one with 
Schelling; philosophy is to be metaphysics, the science of 
the absolute and its immanence in the world, the doctrine 
of the identity of opposites, of the per sc of things, not 
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merely of their phenomenon. But the form which Schelling 
had given it seems to him unscientific, unsystematic, fur 
Schelling had based .philosophical knowledge on the intui¬ 
tion of genius—and science from intuition is impossible. 
The philosophy of the Illumination impresses him, on the 
other hand, by the formal strictness of its inquiry; he 
agrees with it that philosophy must be science from con¬ 
cepts. Only not from abstract concepts. Kant and the 
Illumination stand on the platform of reflection, for which 
the antithesis of thought and being, finite and infinite 
remains insoluble, and, consequently, the absolute transcen¬ 
dent, and the true essence of things unknowable. Hegel 
wishes to combine the advantages of both sides, the depth 
of content of the one, and the scientific form of the other. 

The intuition with which Scheling works is immediate 
cognition, directed to the concrete and particular. The 
concept of the philosophy of reflection is mediate cogni¬ 
tion, moving in the sphere of the abstract and universal. 
It i.s not feasible to do away with the (unscientific) inutie- 
diateness of the one, and the (non-intuitive, content-lack¬ 
ing) ab.stractness of the other, to combine the concrete with 
the mediate or conceptual, and in this way to realize the 
Kantian ideal of an intuitive understanding? A concrete 
concept would be one which sought the universal not 
without the particular, but in it; wdiich should not find 
the infinite beyond the finite, nor the absolute at an un¬ 
attainable distance above the world, nor the essence hidden 
behind the phenomenon, but manifesting itself therein. It 
the philosophy of reflection, in the abstract lifelessness of 
its concepts, looked on opposites as incapable of subla- 
tion, and Schelling regarded them as immediately identi¬ 
cal, if the former denied the identity of opposites, and the 
latter maintained it primordially given (in the absolute 
indifference which is to be grasped by intuition), the con¬ 
crete concept secures the identity of opposites through 
selj-mediation, their passing over into it; it teaches us to 
know the identity as the result of a proces.s. 
First immediate unity, then divergence of opposites, 
and, finally, reconciliation of opposites—this is the univer¬ 
sal law of all development. 
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The conflict between the philosophy of reflection and 
the philosophy of intuition, which Hegel endeavors to 
terminate by speculation at once conceptual and concrete, 
concerns (1) the organ of thought, (2) the oibject of thought, 
(3) the nature and logical dignity of the contradiction. 

The organ of the true philosophy is neither the abstract 
reflective understanding, which finds itself shut up within 
the limits of the phenomenal, nor mystical intuition, which 
expects by a quick leap to gain the summit of knowledge 
concerning the absolute., but reason as the faculty of con¬ 
crete concepts. That concept is concrete which does not 
assume an attitude of cold repulsion toward its contrary, 
but seeks self-mediation with the latter, and moves from 
thesis through antithesis, and with it, to synthesis. Reason 
neither fixes the opposites nor denies them, but has then? 
become identical. The unity of Dj>j>ositcs is neither 
impossible nor present from the first, but the result of a 
development. 

The object of philosophy is not the phenomenal world 
or the relative, but the absolute, and this not as passive 
substance, but as living subject, which divides into distinc¬ 
tions, and returns from them to identity, which develops 
through the opposites. The absolute is a process, and all 
that is real the manifestation of this process. If science 
is to correspond to reality, it also must be a process. Phi¬ 
losophy is thought-movement (dialectic) ; it is a system of 
concepts, each of which passes over into its successor, 
puts its successor forth from itself, just as it has been 
generated by its predecessor. 

All reality is development, and the motive force in this 
development (of the world as well as of science) is opposi¬ 
tion, contradiction. Without this there would be no move- 
Tnent and no life. Thus all reality is full of contradiction, 
and yet rational. The contradiction is not that which is 
entirely alogical, but it is a spur to further thinking. It 
must not be annulled, but “sublated’' (aitfgciwbcn), i.e., at 
once negated and conserved. This is effected by thinking 
the contradictory concepts together in a third higher, more 
comprehensive, and richer concept, wdiose moments they 
then form. As sublated moments they contradict each 
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other no longer; the opposition or contradiction is over¬ 
come. But the synthesis is still not a final one; the play 
begins anew; again an opposition makes its appearance, 
which in turn seeks to be overcome, etc. Each separate 
concept is one-sided, defective, represents only a part of 
the truth, needs to be supplemented by its contrary, and, 
by its union with this, its complement, yields a higher con¬ 
cept, which comes nearer to the whole truth, but still does 
not quite reach it. Even the last and richest concepts— 
the absolute Idea—is by itself alone not the full truth; 
the result implies the whole development through which 
it has been attained. It is only at the end of such a dialec¬ 
tic of concepts that philosophy reaches complete cor¬ 
respondence with the living reality, which it has to 
comprehend; and the speculative progress of thought is no 
capricious sporting with concepts on the part of the think¬ 
ing subject, but the adequate expression of the movement 
of the matter itself. Since the world and its ground is 
development, it can only be known through a develop¬ 
ment of concepts. The law which this follows, in little as 
in great, is the advance from position to opposition, and 
thence to coniibination. The most comprehensive example 
of this triad—Idea, Nature, Spirit—-gives the division of 
the system; the second—Subjective, Objective, Absolute 
Spirit—determines the articulation of the third part. 

2. The System. 

Hegel began with a Phenojnowlogy by way of intro¬ 
duction, in w^hich (not to start, like the school of 
Schelling, with absolute knowledge “as though shot 
from a pistol”) he describes the genesis of philosophical 
cognition with an attractive mingling of psychological and 
philosophico-historical points of view. He makes spirit— 
the universal world-spirit as well as the individual consci¬ 
ousness, which repeats in brief the stages in the develop¬ 
ment of humanity—^pass through six stadia, of which the 
first three (consciousness, self-consciousness, reason) cor¬ 
respond to the progress of the intermediate part of the Doc¬ 
trine of Subjective Spirit, which is entitled Phanomeno- 
logiBf and the others (ethical spirit, religion, and absolute 
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knowledge) give an abbreviated presentation of that which 
the Doctrine of Objective and Absolute Spirit develops in 
richer articulation. 

(a) Logic considers the Idea in the abstract element 
of thought, only as it is thought, and not yet as it is intuited, 
nor as it thinks itself; its content is the truth as it is with¬ 
out a veil in and for itself, or God in his eternal essence be¬ 
fore the creation of the world. Unlike common logic, which 
is merely formal, separating form and content, speculative 
logic, which is at the same time ontolo-gy or metciphysics, 
treats the categories as real relations, the forms of thought 
as forms of reality: as thought and thing are the same, so 
logic is the theory of thought and of being in one. Its 
three principal divisions are entitled Being, Essence, the 
Concept, The first of these discusses quality, quantity, and 
measure or qualitative quantum. The second considers 
essence as such, a])pearance, and (essence appearing or) 
actuality, and this last, in turn, in the moments, sub¬ 
stantiality, causality, and reciprocity. The third part is 
divided into the sections, subjectivity (concept, judgment, 
syllogism), objectivity (mechanism, chemism, teleology), 
and the Idea (life, cognition, the absolute Idea). 

As a specimen of the way in which Hegel makes the 
concept pass over into its opposite and unite with this in a 
synthesis, it will be sufficient tx) cite the famous beginning 
of the Logic. How must the absolute first be thought, how 
first defined? Evidently as that which is absolutely without 
presupposition. The most general concept which remains 
after abstracting from every determinate content of thought, 
and from which no further abstraction is possible, the most 
jndeterminate and immediate concept, is pure being. As 
wdthout quality and coAtent it is equivalent to nothing. 
In thinking pure being we have rather cogitated nothing; 
but this in turn cannot be retained as final, but j^asses 
back into being, for in being thought it exists as a some¬ 
thing thought. Pure being and pure nothing are the 
same, although we mean different things by them; both 
are absolute indeterminateness. The transition from being 
to nothing and from nothing to being is becoming. Becom¬ 
ing is the unity, and hence the truth of both. When the 
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boy is “ becoming ” a youth he is, and at the same time is 
not, a youth, lieing and not-being are so mediated and 
su'bJated in becoming that they are no longer contradictory. 
In a similar way it is further shown that quality and 
quantity are reciprocally dependent and united in measure 
(which may be popularly illustrated thus: progressively dim¬ 
inishing heat becomes cold, distances cannot be measured 
in bushels); that essence and phenomenon are mutually 
inseparable, inasmuch as the latter is always the appear¬ 
ance of an essence, and the former is essence only as it 
manifests itself in the phenomenon, etc. 

The significance of the Hegelian logic depends less on its 
ingenious and valuable explanations of particulars than on 
the fundamental idea, that the categories do not form an 
unordered heap, but a great organically connected whole, 
in which each member occupies its determinate position, and 
is related to every other by gradations of kinship and sub¬ 
ordination. This purpose to construct a globus of the pure 
concepts was itself a mighty feat, which is assured of the 
continued admiration of posterity notwithstanding the 
failure in execution. He who shall one day take it up 
again will draw many a lesson from Hegel’s unsuccessful 
attempt. Before all, the connections between the concepts 
arc too manifold and complex for the monotonous transi¬ 
tions of this dialectic method (which Chalybacus wittily 
called articular disease) to he capable of doing them justice. 
Again, the i)rocluctive force of thought must not be 
neglected, and to it, rather than to the mobility of the 
categories themselves, the matter of the transition from one 
to the other must be transferred. 

/ (b) Tbe Philosophy of Nature shows the Idea in its 
other-being. Out of the realm of logical shades, wherein th« 
souls of all reality dwell, we move into the sphere of external, 
sensuous existence, in which the concepts take on material 
form. Why does the Idea externalize itself? In order to 
become actual. But the actuality of nature is imperfect, un- 
suited to the Idea, and only the precondition of a better 
actuality, the actuality of .spirit, which has been the aim 
from the beginning: reason becomes nature in order to be¬ 
come spirit; the Idea goes forth from itself in order— 
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enriched—to return to itself again. Only the man who once 
has been in a foreign land knows his home aright. 

The relation of natural objects to one another and their 
action upon one another is an external one: they are gov¬ 
erned by mechanical necessity, and the contingency of 
influences from without arrests and disturbs their develop¬ 
ment, so that while reason is everywhere discernible in 
nature, it is not reason alone; and much that is illogical, 
contrary to purpose, lawless, painful, and unhealthy, points 
to the fact that the essence of nature consists in externality. 
This inadequacy in the realization of the Idea, however, is 
gradually removed by development, until, in life,” the way 
is prepared for the birth of spirit. 

As Hegel in his philosophy of nature—which falls into 
three parts, mechanics, physics, and organics—follows 
Schelling pretty closely, and, moreover, does not show his 
power, it does not seem necessary to dwell longer upon it. 
In the next section, also, in view of the fact that its models, 
the constructive psychologies of Fichte and Schelling, have 
already been discussed in detail, a statement of the divisions 
and connections must suffice. 

V fc) The Doctrine of Subjective Spirit makes freedom 
(being wjth or in self) the essence and destination of 
spirit, and shows how spirit realizes this predisposition in 
increasing independence of nature. The subject of anthro¬ 
pology is spirit as the (natural, sensitive, and actual) ‘'soul” 
of a body; here are discussed the distinctions of race, 
nation, sex, age, sleeping and waking, disposition and tem¬ 
perament, together with talents and mental diseases, in 
short, whatever belongs to spirit in its union with a body. 
Phenomenology is the science of the ''ego,” i.e., of spirit^ 
in so far as it opposes itself to nature as the non-ego, 
and (passes through the stages of (mere) consciousness, 
self-consciousness, and (the synthesis of the two) reason. 
Psychology (better pneumatology) considers “ spirit ” in its 
reconciliation with objectivity under the following divisions: 
Theoretical Intelligence as intuition (sensation, attention, 
intuition), as representation (passive memory, phantasy, 
memory), and (as conceiving, judging, reasoning) thought; 
Practical Intelligence as feeling, impulse (passion and 

32 
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caprice), and happiness; finally, the unity of the knowing 
and willing spirit, free spirit or rational will, which in turn 
realizes itself in right, ethics, and history. 

(d) The Doctrine of Objective Spirit, comprehend- 
inig ethics, the philosophy of right, of the state, and of 
history, is Hegel’s most brilliant achievement. It divides as 
follows: (1) Right (property, contract, punishment): 
(‘2) Morality (purpose, intention and welfare, good and 
evil); (3) Social Morality: {a) the family; ih) civil 
society: (r) the state (internal and external polity, and the 
history of the world). In right the will or freedom attains 
to outer actuality, in morality it attains to inner actuality, 
in social morality to objective and subjective actuality at 
once, hence to complete actuality. 

Right, as it were a second, higher nature, because a neces¬ 
sity posited and acknowledged by spirit, is originally a sum 
of prohibitions; where\'er it seems to command the nega¬ 
tive has only received a positive expression. Private right 
contains two things—the warrant to ibe a person, and the 
injunction to respect other persons as such. Property is the 
external sphere which the will gives to itself; without prop¬ 
erty no personality. Through punishment (retaliation) right 
is restored against un-right (Unrecht), and the latjber shown 
to be a nullity. The criminal is treated according to the same 
maxim as that of his action—that coercion is allowable. 

In the stadium of morality the good exists in the form of 
a requirement which can never be perfectly fulfilled, as a 
mere imperative; there remains an irrepressible opposition 
between the moral law and the individual will, between 
intention and execution. Here the judge of good and evil 
is the conscience, which is not secure against error. That 
which is objectively evil may seem good and a duty to 
subjective conviction. (According to Fichte this was im¬ 
possible). 

On account of the conflict between duty and will, which 
is at this stage irrepressible, Hegel is unable to con¬ 
sider morality, the sphere of the subjective disposition, 
supreme. He thinks he knows a higher sphere, wherein 
legality and morality become one: “ social morality ” (Sitt- 
lichkeit). This sphere takes its name from Sitte, that 
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.custom ruling in the community which is felt by the indi¬ 
vidual not as a command from without, but as his own 
nature. Here the good appears as the s})irit of the family 
and of the people, -pervading individuals as its substance. 
Marriage is neither a merely legal nor a merely sentimental 
relation, but an ** ethical’' (sittliches) institution. While 
love rules in the family, in civil society each aims at the 
satisfaction of his private wants, and yet, in working for 
himself, subserves the good of the whole. Class distinctions 
are based on the division of lalbor demanded by the variant 
needs of men (the agricultural, industrial, and thinking 
classes). Class and party honor is, in Hegel's view, among 
the most essential supi)orts of igeneral morality. Strange to 
say, he brings the administration of justice and the police 
into the same sphere. 

The state, the unity of the family and civil society, is 
the completed actualization of freedom. Its organs are 
the political powers (which are to be divided, but not 
to be made independent): the legislative power determines 
the universal, the executive subsumes the jmrticular there¬ 
under, the -power of the prince combines both into personal 
unity. In the will of the prince the state becomes sub¬ 
ject. The perfect form of the state is constitutional mon¬ 
archy, its establishment the goal of history, which Hegel, 
like Kant, considers chiefly from the political standpoint. 

History is the development of the rational state; the 
world-spirit the guiding force in this development; its 
instruments the spirits of the nations and great men. A 
particular people is the expression of but one determinate 
moment of the universal spirit; and when it has fulfilled 
its commission it loses its legal warrant, and yields up 
its dominion to another, now the only authorized one: 
the history of the world is the judgment of the world, which 
is held over the nations. The world-historical characters, 
also, are only the instruments of a higher power, the pur¬ 
poses of which they execute while imagining that they are 
acting in their own interests—^their own deed is hidden from 
them, and is neither their purpose nor their object. This 
should be called the cunning of reason, that it makes the 
passions work in its service. 
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Histor}' is progress in the consciousness of freedom. At 
first one only knows himself free, then several, finally- all. 
This gives three chief periods, or rather four world-king¬ 
doms,—Oriental despotism, the Greek (democratic) and the 
Roman (aristocratic) republic, and the Germanic monarchy, 
—in which humanity passes through its several ages. Like 
the sun, history moves from east to west. China and India 
have not advanced beyond the preliminary stages of the 
state; the Chinese kingdom is a family state, India a society 
of classes stiffened into castes. The Persian despotism is 
the first true state, and this in the form of a conquering 
military state. In the youth and manhood of humanity 
the sovereignty of the people replaces the sovereignty of 
one; but not all have yet the consciousness of freedom, 
the slaves have no share in the government. The principle 
of the Greek world, with its fresh life and delight in beauty, 
is individuality; hence the plurality of small states, in which 
Sparta is an anticipation of the Roman spirit. The Roman 
Republic is internally characterized by the constitutional 
struggle between the patricians and the plebeians, and 
externally by the policy of world conquest. Out of the 
repellent relations between the universal and the individual, 
which oppose one another as the abstract state and abstract 
personality, the unhappy imperial period develops. In the 
Roman Empire and Judaism the conditions were given for 
the appearance of Christianity. This brings with it the 
idea of humanity: every man is free as man, as a rational 
being. In the beginning this emancipation was religious: 
through the Germans it became political as well. The 
remaining divisions cannot here ibe detailed. Their cap¬ 
tions run: The Elements of the Germanic Spirit (the 
Migrations; Mohammedanism; the Frankish Empire of 
Charlemagne) ; the Middle Ages (the Feudal System and 
the Hierarchy; the Crusades; the Transition from Feudal 
Rule to Monarchy, or the Cities) ; Modern Times (the 
Reformation; its Effect on Political Development; Illum¬ 
ination and Revolution). 

The philosophy of history^ is HegeVs most brilliant and 

• A 'well-diosen collection of aphorisms from the philosophy of 
history is given by M. Schasler under the tide Hegel: Populate 
Cedan\en aus seinen Wer\€n, 2d. cd., 1873. 
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most lasting achievement. His view of the state as the 
absolute end, the complete realization of the good, is 
dominated, no doubt, by the antique ideal, which cannot 
take root again in the humanity of modern times. But his 
sj:)lenclid endeavor to “ comprehendhistory, to bring to 
light the laws of historical development and the interaction 
between the different sj^heres of national life, will remain 
an example for all time. The leading ideas of his philoso¬ 
phy of history have so rapidly found their way into the 
general scientific consciousness that the view of history 
which obtained in the period of the Illumination is well 
nigh incomprehensible to the investigator of to-day. 

(e) Absolute Spirit is the unity of subjective and ob¬ 
jective spirit. As such, spirit becomes perfectly free (from 
all contradictions) and reconciled with itself. The break be- 
tAveen subject and object, representation and thing, thought 
and being, infinite and finite is done away with, and the 
infinite recognized as the essence of the finite. The 
knowledge of the reconciliation of the highest opposites or 
of the infinite in the finite presents itself in three forms: 
in the form of intuition (art), of feeling and representation 
{religion), of thought (philosophy). 

(1) Aesthetics ,—The beautiful is the absolute (the infi¬ 
nite in the finite) in sensuous existence, the Idea in limited 
manifestation. According to the relation of these mo¬ 
ments, according as the outer form or the inner content 
predominates, or a balance of the two occurs, we have the 
symbolic form of art, in which the phenomenon predomi- 
jiates and the Idea is merely suggested; or the classical 
form, in which Idea and intuition, or spiritual content and 
sensuous form, completely balance and pervade each 
. other, in which the former of them is ceaselessly taken up 
into the latter; or the romantic form, in which the phe¬ 
nomenon retires. and the Idea, the inwardness of the spirit 
predominates. Classical art, in which form and content are 
perfectly conformed to each other, is the most beautiful, but 
romantic art is, nevertheless, higher and more significant. 

Oriental, including Egyptian and Hebrew, art was S 3 nn- 
bolic; Greek art, classical; Christian art is romantic, 
(bringing into art entirely new sentiments of a knightly 
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and a religious sort—love, loyalty and honor, grief and’ 
repentance—^and understanding how by careful treatment 
to ennoble even the petty and contingent. Tht sublime 
belongs to symibolic art; the Roman satire is the dissolution 
of the classical, and humor the dissolution of the romantic, 
ideal. 

Architecture is predominantly symbolic: sculj)tiire per¬ 
mits the purest expression of the classical ideal; painting, 
music, and poetry bear a romantic character. This does not 
exclude the recurrence of these three stages within each art 
—^in architecture, for example, as monumental (the obelisk), 
useful (house and temple), and Gothic (the cathedral) archi¬ 
tecture. As the plastic arts reached their culmination 
among the Hellenes, so the romantic arts culminate among 
the Christian nations. In poetry, as the most perfect and 
universal (or the totality of) art, uniting in itself the two 
contraries, the symbolic and the classical, the lyric is a 
repetition of the architectonic-musical, the epic, of the 
plastic-pictorial, the drama, the union of the lyric and the 
epic. 

(2) Philosophy oj Religion .—The withdrawal from outer 
sensibility into the inner spirit, begun in romantic art, 
especially in poetry, is completed in religion. In religion 
the nations have recorded the way in which they represent 
the substance of the world; in it the unity of the infinite 
and the finite is felt, and represented through imagination. 
Religion is not merely a feeling of i>ietv, but a thought of 
the absolute, only not in the form of thinking. Religion 
and philosophy are materially the same, both have God 
or the truth for their object, they differ only in form— 
f^ligion contains in an empirical, symbolic form the same 
speculative content which philosophy presents in the ade¬ 
quate form of the concept. Religion is developing knowl¬ 
edge as it gradually conquers im|>erfection. It appears first 
as definite religion in two stadia, natural religion and the 
religion of spiritual individuality, and finally attains the 
complete realization of its concept in the absolute religion 
of Christianity. 

Natural religion, in its lowest stage magic, develops in 
three forms—as the religion of measure (Chinese), of phan- 
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tasy ( Indian or Brahmanical), and of being in self (Buddhis¬ 
tic). In the Persian (Zoroastrian) religion of light, the 
Syrian religion of pain, and the Egyptian religion of 
enigma, is prepared the way for the transformation into the 
religion of freedom. The Greek solves the riddle of the 
Sphinx by apprehending himself as subject, as man. 

The religion of spiritual individuality or free subjectivity 
passes through three stadia: the Jewish religion of sub¬ 
limity { unity), the Greek religion of beauty (necessity), the 
Roman religion of purposiveness (of the understanding). 
In contrast to the Jewish religion of slavish obedience, 
which by miracle makes known the power of the one God 
and the nullity of nature, which has been created ’’ by his 
will, and the prosaic severity of the Roman, which, in 
Jupiter and Fortuna, w^orships only the world-dominion of 
the Roman people, the more cheerful art-religion of the 
Hellenes reverences in the beautiful forms of the gods, the 
powers which man is aware of in himself—wisdom, braver}-, 
and l)eauty. 

The Christian or revealed religion is the religion of truth, 
of freedom, of spirit. Its content is the unity of the divine 
nature and the human, God as knowing himself in being 
known of man; the knowledge of God is God’s self-knowl¬ 
edge. Its fundamental truths are the Trinity (signifying 
that God differentiates and sublates the difference in love), 
the incarnation (as a figure of the essential unity of the 
infinite and finite spirit), the fall, and Christ’s atoning death 
(this signifies that the realization of the unity between man 
and God presupposes the overcoming of naturality and 
selfishness). 

(3) Philosophy ,—Finally the task remains of clothing 
the absolute content (given in religion in the form adequate 
to it, in the form of the concept. In philosophy aboslute 
spirit attains the highest stage, its perfect self-knowledge. 
It is the self-thinking Idea. 

Here we must not look for further detailed explanations: 
philosophy is just the course which has been traversed. 
Its systematic exposition is encyclopaedia; the consideration 
of its own actualization, the history of philosophy, which, 
as a ‘'philosophicar* discipline, has to show the conformity 
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to law and the rationality of this liistorical development, to 
show the more than mere succession, the genetic succession, 
of systems, as well as their connection with the history of 
culture. Each system is the product and expression of its 
time, and as the self-reflection of each successive stage in 
culture cannot appear before this has reached its maturity 
and is about to be overcome. Not unti l the approac h of 
the twilight does the owl of Minerva begin its flighty 
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THE OPPOSITION TO CONSTRUCTIVE 
IDEALISM : 

FRIES, HERBART, SCHOPENHAUER. 

In Fries, Merhart. and Scho})enh:iner a threefold opj>o- 
sition was raised against the idealistic schoof represented 
by Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. 'J'hc opposition of Fries 
is aimed at the method of the constructive philosophers, 
that of Hcrbart against their ontological positions, and 
that of Schopenhauer against their estimate of the value 
of existence. Fries and Beneke declare that a speculative 
knowledge of the suprasensible is impossible, and seek to 
base philosophy on empirical psychology; to the monism 
(panlogisni) of the idealists Hcnbart opposes a pluralism, 
to their philosophy of becoming, a philosophy of being; 
Schopenhauer rejects their optimism, denying rationality to 
the world and the w^orld-ground. Among themselves the 
thinkers of the opposition have little more in common than 
their claim to a better understanding of the Kantian phi¬ 
losophy, and a development of it more in harmony with 
the meaning of its author, than it had experienced at the 
liands of the idealists. Whoever fails to agree with them 
in this, and ascribes to the idealists whom they oppose 
better grounded claims to the honor of being correct inter¬ 
preters and consistent developers of Kantian principles, 
will be ready to adopt the name Seim-Kantians, given by 
Fortlage to the members of the oppositon,--a title which 
seems the more fitting since each of them appropriates 
only a definitely determinable part of Kant's views, and 
mingles a foreign element with it. In Fries this non- 
Kantian element comes from Jacobi’s philosophy of faith: 
in Herbart it comes from the monadology of Leibnitz, 
and the ancient Eleatico-atoniistic doctrine; in Schopen¬ 
hauer, from the religion of India and fas in Beneke) from 
the sensationalism of the English and the French, We can 
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only hint in passing at the parallelism which exists hetweeii 
the chief representatives of the idealistic school and the 
leaders of the opposition. Fries’s theory of knowledge 
and faith is the empirical counterjxirt of Fichte’s Science of 
Knowledge. Schopenhauer, in his doctrine of Will and 
Idea, in his vigorously intuitive and highly fanciful view 
of nature and art, and, in general, in his aesthetical mode of 
philosophizing, with its glad escape from the fetters of 
method, has so much in common with vSchelling that many 
unhesitatingly treat his system as an offshoot of the Phi¬ 
losophy of Nature. The contrast between Herbart and 
Hegel is the more pronounced since they are at one in their 
confidence in the .ix)w’er of the concept. The most con¬ 
spicuous point of comparison l>etween the metaphysics of 
the two thinkers is the significance ascribed by them to 
the contradiction as the operative moment in tlie move¬ 
ment of philosophical thought. The attitude of hostility 
w’hich Schleiermacher assumed in relation to Hegel’s intel- 
lectualistic conception of religion induced Harms to give 
to Schleiermacher also a place in the ranks of the opposi¬ 
tion. Following the chronological order, we begin with the 
campaign opened by Fries under the banner of anthro¬ 
pology against the main branch of the Kantian school. 

1. The Psychologists : Fries and Beneke. 

Jacoi) Friedrich Fries (1773—1843) was born and reare<l 
at Barby, studied at Jena, and liabilitated at the same uni¬ 
versity in the year 1801; he was professor at Heidelbeng in 
1806-—16, and at Jena from 1816 until his death. His chief 
work was the Nezv Critique of Reason, in three volumes, 
1807 (2'd ed., 1828 seq,), w^hich had been preceded, in 1805, 
by the treatise Knowledge, Faith, and Presentiment. Be¬ 
sides these he composed a Handbook of Psychical Anthro¬ 
pology, 1821 (2d cd., 1837 seq.), textbooks of Logic, Meta¬ 
physics, the Mathematical Philosophy of Nature, and 
f^ractical Philosophy and the Philosophy of Religion, and a 
philosophical novel, Julius and Evagoras, or the Beauty of 
the Soul. 

Fries adopts and popularizes Kant’s results, while he 
rejects Kant’s method. With Reinhold and Fichte, he 
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thinks “ transcendental prejudice ’’ has forced its way into 
philosophy, a phase of thought for which Kant himself 
was responsible by his anxiety to demonstrate everything. 
That a priori forms of knowledge exist cannot be proved by 
speculation, but only by empirical methods, and discovered 
i>y inner observation; they are given facts of reason, of 
which we become conscious by reflection or psycholo»gical 
analysis. The a priori element cannot be demonstrated 
nor deduced, but only shown actually present. The ques¬ 
tion at issue* between Fries and the idealistic school 
therefore becomes, Is the discovery of the a priori element 
itself a cognition a prioti or a posteriori / Is the criticism 
of reason a metaphysical or an empirical, that is, an anthro- 
l)ological inquiry: Ilerbart decides with the idealists: 
“ All concepts through which we think our faculty of knowl¬ 
edge are themselves metaphysical concepts {Lehrhnch 
cur Uinleiiung, p. 231). Fries decides: The criticism of 
reason is an empirico-psychological inquiry, as in general 
empirical psychology forms the basis of all philosophy. 

With the exception of this divergence in method Fries 
accepts Kant's results almost unchanged, unless we must 
call the leveling down which they suffer at his hands a con¬ 
siderable alteration. Only the doctrine of the Ideas and 
of the knowledge of reason is transformed by the intro¬ 
duction and s}'stematization of Jacobi's i)rinciple of the 
immediate evidence of faith. Reason, the faculty of Ideas, 
i,e., of the indemonstrable yet indubitable principles, is 
fully the peer of the sensibility and the understanding. 
The same subjective necessity which guarantees to us the 
objective reality of the intuitions and the categories accom- 
jxinies the Ideas as well; the faith which reveals to us the 
per se of things is no less certain than the knowledge of 
phenomena. The ideal view of the world is just as neces¬ 
sary as the natural view; through the former we cognize the 
same world as through the latter, only after a higher order; 
both spring from reason or tlie unity of transcendental 
apperception, only that in the natural view we are conscious 
of the fact, from which we abstract in the ideal view, that 

•C£ Kuno Fischer’s Pro-Rcctoral Address, Die beiden Kantischen 
Schulen in ]ena, 1862. 
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this is the condition of experience. That which necessi¬ 
tates us to rise from knowledge tx) faith is the circumstance 
that the empty unity-form of reason is never completely 
filled by sensuous cognition. 'J'he Ideas arc of two kinds: 
the aesthetic Ideas are intuitions, which lack clear concepts 
ccwresponding to them; the logical Ideas are concei^ts 
under which no correspondent definite intuitions can he 
subsumed. The former are reached through combination: 
the latter by negation, by thinking away the limitations of 
empirical cognition, by removing the limits from tlie con¬ 
cepts of the understanding. By way of the negation of all 
limitations we reach as many Ideas as there are categories, 
that is, twelve, among which the Ideas of relation are the 
most important. These are the three axioms of faith—the 
eternity of the soul (its elevation above space and time, to 
be carefully distinguished from immortality, or its perma¬ 
nence in time), the freedom of the will, and the Deity. 
Every Idea expresses something absolute, unconditioned, 
perfect, and eternal.—The dualism of knowledge and faith, 
of nature and freedom, or of phenomenal reality and true, 
higher reality, is bridged over by a third and intermedi¬ 
ate mode of apprehension, feeling or presentiment, which 
teaches us the reconciliation of the two realities, the union 
of the Idea and the phenomenon, the interpenetration of the 
eternal and the temporal. The beautiful is the Idea as it 
manifests itself in the phenomenon, or the phenomenon as it 
symbolizes the eternal. The aesthetico-religious judgment 
looks on the finite as the revelation and symbol of the 
infinite. In brief, “ Of phenomena w^e have knowledge; 
in the true nature of things we believe; presentiment enables 
us to cognize the latter in the former.’* 

Theoretical philosophy is divided into the philosophy of 
nature, which is to use the mathematical method, hence 
to give a purely mechanical explanation of all external 
phenomena, including those of organic life, and to leave the 
consideration of the world as a teleological realm to 
religious presentiment—and psychology. The abject of 
the former is external nature, that of the latter internal 
nature. I know myself only as phenomenon, my body 
through outer, my ego through inner, experience. It 
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is only a variant mode of appearing on the part of one and 
the same reality—so Fries remarks in opposition to t.he 
influxus physicus and the harmonia prwstahilata —which 
now shows me my person inwardly as my spirit, and now 
outwardly as the life-process of my body. Practical phi¬ 
losophy includes ethics, the philosophy of religion, and 
jesthetics. In accordance with the threefold interest of 
our animal, sensuo-rational, and purely rational impulses, 
there result three ideas for the legislation of values. 
These are the ideal of happiness, the ideal of perfection, 
and the ideal of morality, or of the agreeable, the useful, and 
the good, the third of wdiich alone possesses an uncondi ¬ 
tioned worth and validity as a universal and necessary 
law. The moral laws are deduced from faith in the equal 
j>ersona] dignity of men, and the ennobling of humanity set 
up as the highest mission of morality. The three funda¬ 
mental aesthetical tempers are the idyllic and epic of 
enthusiasm, the dramatic of resignation, the lyric of 
devotion. 

Fries’s system is thus a union of Kantian positions with 
elements from Jacobi, in which the former experience 
deterioration, and the latter improvement, namely, more 
exact formulation. Among his adherents, and he has them 
still, the following appear deserving of mention: the bot- 
ani.sts Schleiden and Hallier; the theologian De Wette; 
the philosophers Calker (of Bonn, died 1870) and Apelt 
(1812—59). The last made hiniwSelf favorably known by 
his Hpochs of the History of Hiwianity, 1845—46, Theory 
of Induction, 1854, and Metaphysics, 1857; his Philosophy 
of Relif/ion (1860) did not appear until after his death. The 
Catholic theolo-gian, Georg Hermes of Bonn (1775—1831) 
favored a Kantianism akin to that of Fries. 

The psychological view founded iby Fries was con¬ 
sistently developed by tViedrich Eduard Beneke (1798— 
1854). With the exception of three years of teaching in 
Gottingen, 1824—27, whither he had gone in consequence of 
a prohibition of his lectures called forth by his Foundation 
of the Physics of Ethics, 1822, he was a member of the uni¬ 
versity of his native city, Berlin, first as Docent, and, from 
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1832. after the death of Hegel, who was unfavorably dis¬ 
posed toward him, as professor extraordinary.Besides 
Kant. Jacobi, and Fries, Schleierniacher, Herhart (witli 
Avhom he became acquainted in 1821), and the English 
thinkers exerted a determining influence on the formation of 
his philosophy. Beneke denies the possibility of speculative 
knowledge even more emphatically than Fries. Kant’s 
undertaking was aimed at the destruction of a non-experi- 
ential science from concepts, and if it has not succeeded in 
preventing the neo-Scholasticism of the h'ichtean school, 
with its overdrawn attempts to revive a deductive knowF 
edge of the absolute, this has ibeen chiefly due to the false, 
non-empirical method of the great critic of reason. The root 
and basis of all knowledge is experience; metaphysics itself 
is an empirical science, it is the last in the series of f>hiloso- 
phical disciplines. Whoever begins with metaphysics, in¬ 
stead of ending with it, l>egins the house at the roof. The 
[)oint of departure for all cognition is inner experience or 
self-observation; hence the fundamental science is psycho- 
log)*, and all other branches of philosophy nothing but 
applied psychology. By the inner sense we perceive our ego 
as it really is, not merely as it appears to us: the only object 
whose per se we immediately know is our own soul: in self- 
consciousness being and representation are one. Thus, in 
opposition to Kant, Beneke stands on the side of Descartes: 
The soul is better known to us than the external world, to 
which w*e only transfer the existence immediately given in 
the soul as a result of instinctive analogical inference, so that 
in the descent of our knowledge from men organized like 
ourselves to inorganic matter the inadequacy of our 
representations progressively increases. 

Psychology~we may mention of Beneke’s works in this 
field the Psychological Sketches, 1825—27, and the Text¬ 
book of Psychology, 1833, the third and fourth (1877) 
editions of which, edited by Dressier, contain as an appendix 
a chronological table of all Beneke’s w^orks—must, as internal 
natural science, follow the same method, and, starting with 
the immediately given, employ the same instruments in the 

^On Beneke’s character cf. the fourth of Fortlagc’s Acht psycho- 
logischc Vortrlige, which arc well worth reading. 



BENEKE 


511 


tTcatment of experience as external natural science, i.c., 
the explanation of facts hy laws, and, further still, by hy¬ 
potheses and theories. Gratefully recognizing the removal 
of two obstacles to psychology, the doctrine of innate ideas 
and the traditional theory of the faculties of the soul by 
Locke and Herlmrt, (the commonly accepted faculties— 
memory, understanding, feeling, wdll—are in fact not simple 
])Owers, hut mere abstractions, hypostatized class conce])ts 
of extremely complex phenomena,) Beneke seeks to discover 
the simple elements from which all mental life is com- 
] mounded. He finds these in the numerous elementary 
faculties of receiving and appropriating external stimuli, 
which the soul in part possesses, in part acquires in the 
course of its life, and which constitute its substance; eacli 
separate sense of itself includes many such faculties. 
Every act or product of the soul is the result of two mutu¬ 
ally dependent factors: stimulus and receptivity. Their 
coming together gives the first of the fottr jundawcntal 
processes, that of perception. The second is the constant 
addition of new elementary faculties. By the third, the 
equilibration or reciprocal transfer of the moA^able elements 
in representations, Beneke explains the reproduction of an 
idea through another associated with it, and the widening 
of the mental horizon by emotion, e,(j,, the astounding 
eloquence of the angry. Since each representation which 
passes out of consciousness continues to exist in the soul as 
an unconscious product (where we cannot tell; the soul is 
not in space), it is not retention, but obliviscence which needs 
explanation. That which persists of the representation 
which is passing into unconsciousness, and which makes its 
reappearance in consciousness possible, is called a “trace” 
in reference to its departed causes, and a “disposition" 
{Angelegtheit) in reference to its future results. Every such 
trace or germ (Anlage) —^that which lies intermediate be¬ 
tween perception and recollection—is a force, a striving, a 
tendency. The fourth of the fundamental processes (which 
may be traced downward into the material world, since the 
corporeal and the psychical differ only in degree and pass 
•over into each other) is the combination of mental products 
according to the measure of their similarity, as these come 
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to light in the formation of judgments, comparisons, witti¬ 
cisms, of collective images, collective feelings, and collect¬ 
ive desires. The innate differences among men dqpend 
on the greater or lesser “powerfulness, vivacity, and recep¬ 
tivity” of their elementary faculties; all further differences 
arise gradually and are due to the external stimuli; even the 
distinction between the human and the animal soul, which 
consists in the spiritual nature of the former, is not original. 

Of the five constructive forms of the soul, which result 
from the varying relation between stimulus and faculty, 
four are emotional products or products of moods. If 
the stimulus is too small pain (dissatisfaction, longing) 
arises, while pleasure springs from a marked, but not too 
great, fullness of stimulus. If the stimulus gradually 
increases to the point of excess, blunted appetite and satiety 
come in; when the excess is sudden it results in pain. A 
clear representation, a sensation arises when the stimulus 
is exactly proportioned to the faculty; it is in this case 
only that the soul assumes a theoretical attitude, that it 
merely perceives without any admixture of agreeable or 
disagreeable feelings. Desire is pleasure remembered, 
the ego the complex of all the representations which have 
ever arisen in the soul, the totality of the manifold given 
within me. hor the immortality of the immaterial soul 
Beneke advances an original and attractive argument .based 
on the principle that, in consequence of the constantly 
increasing traces, through which the substance of tlie soul 
is continually growing, consciousness turns more and more 
from the outer to the inner, until finally jx;rception dies 
entirely away. At death the connection with the outer 
world ceases, it is true, but not the inner being of the soul, 
for which that which has hitherto been highest now becomes 
the foundation for new and still higher develo)>nients. 

Like Herbart, on whom he was in many ways dependent, 
Beneke discussed psychology and pedagogics with greater 
success than logic, metaphysics, practical philosophy, and 
the philosophy of religion. He combats the apriorism of 
Kant in ethics as elsewhere. The moral law does not arise 
until the end of a long development. First in order are the 
immediately felt values of things, which we estimate accord- 
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ing to the degree of enhancement or depression in the psy¬ 
chical state which they call forth. From the feelings are 
formed concepts, from concepts judgments; and the abstrac¬ 
tion of the categorical imperative is a highly derivative 
phenomenon and a very late result, although the feeling of 
oughtness or of moral obligation, which accompanies the 
correct estimation of values and bids us prefer spiritual to 
sensuous delights and the general -good to our own welfare, 
grows necessarily out of the inner nature of the human soul. 
'Fhere are two sources of religion : one theoretical, for the 
idea of God ; the other practical, for the worship of God. 
We are impelled to the assumption of a suprasensible, an 
unconditioned, a providence, on the one hand, by the desire 
for a unitary conclusion for our fragmentary knowledge 
of the world ; and, on the other, by moral need, by our 
unsatisfied longing after the good. The attributes which 
we ascribe to God are taken from experience, the abstract 
attributes from being in general, the naturalistic from the 
world, the spiritual from man. As an inevitable outcome 
of the transformation of religious feelings into representa¬ 
tions, and one which is harmless because of the unmistak- 
rtl^leness of their symbolic character, the anthropomorphic 
predicates, through which w^e think the Deity as personal, 
themselves establish the superiority of theism over panthe¬ 
ism. The object of religion, moreover, is accessible only 
to the subjective certitude of feeling which is given by faith, 
and not to scientific knowledge. 

Feuerbach’s anthropological standpoint will be discussed 
l>elDw. Like Friedrich Ueberweg (1826-71 ; professor in 
Konigsberg; System of Logic, 1857, 5th ed., edited by J. B. 
Meyer, 1882—^English translation, 1871), Karl Fortlage 
was strongly influenced in his psychological views by 
Beneke. Born in 1806 at Osnabruck, and at his death in 
1881 a professor in Jena, Fortlage shared with Bendce an 
impersonality of character, as well as the fate of meeting 
with less esteem from his contemporaries than he merited 
by the seriousness and originality of his thinking. To his 
System of Psychology. 1855, in two volumes, he added, as it 
were, a third volume, his Contributions to Psychology^ 1875, 
besides psychological lectures of a more popular cast 

.33 



514 


FORTLAGE 


{Bight Lectures, 1869, 2d ed., 1872; Four Lectures, 1874).* 
Fortlage characterizes his psychological method—in the 
criticism of which F. A. Lange fails to show the justice for 
which he is elsewhere to he commended—-as observation 
by the inner sense. In the first place, consciousness, as 
the active form of representation, must be separated from 
that of which we are conscious, from the “content of rejMcs- 
entation,” which is in itself unconscious, but capable of 
coming into consciousness. Next Fortlage seeks to deter¬ 
mine the laws of the two factors. In regard to the content 
of representation he dstinguishes more sharply than lier- 
bart between the fusibility of the homogeneous and the 
capacity for complex combination possessed by the hetero¬ 
geneous (the fusion of similars goes on even without aid 
from consciousness, while the connection of dissimilars is 
brought about only through the help of the latter), and adds 
to these tw'O general properties of the content of representa¬ 
tion two further ones, its revivability (its persistence in 
unconsciousness), and its dissolubility in the scale of size, 
color, etc. Consciousness, on the other hand, w^hich for 
Fortlage coincides with the ego or self, is treated as the 
presupposition of all representations, not as their result—it 
is underived activity. He explains the nature of conscious¬ 
ness by the concept of attention, characterizes them both as 
‘"questioning activity” {Fragethdtigkeit), and follows them 
out in their various degrees from expectation through 
observation up to reflection. The^ listening and watching 
of the hunter when waiting for the game is only a pro¬ 
longation of the same consciousness whicli accompanies all 
less exciting representations. The essential element in 
conscious or questioning activity is the oscillation between 
yes and no. As soon as the disjunction is decided by a yes, 
the desire which lies at its basis, and which in the condition 
of consciousness is arrested, passes over into activity. All 
consciousness is based on interest, and in its origin is 
“arrested impulse” (Triebhemmung). “The direction of 
impulse to an intuition to be expected only in the future 

•Among Fortlage’s other works we may mention his valuable 
History of Poetry j 1839; the Genetic History of Philosophy since 
Kant, 1852; and the attractive Six Philosophical Lectures, 1869, 
2d cd., 1872. 
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is called consciousness.” The rank of a being depends 
on its capacity for reflection: the greater the extent of its 
attention and the smaller the stimuli which suffice to rouse 
this to action, the higher it stands. Impulse—this is the 
fundamental idea of Fortlage s psychology, like will with 
Fichte, and representation with Herbart-—consists of 
an element of representation and an element of feeling. 
Pleasure -h effort-image = impulse. 

In his metaphysical convictions, to which he gave 
expression in his Exposition and Criticism o\ the Arguments 
for the Existence of God, 1840, among other works, Fort¬ 
lage belongs to the philosophers of identity. Originally 
sailing in Hegel's wake, he soon recognizes that the roots 
of the theory of identity go back to the Kantio-Fichtean 
philosophy, with which the system of absolute truth, as he 
holds, has come into being. He thus becomes an adherent of 
the Science of Knowledge, whose deductive results he finds 
inductively confirmed by psychological experience. Psy¬ 
chology is the empirical test for the metaphysical calculus 
of the Science of Knowledge. In regard to the absolute 
Fortlage is in agreement with Krause, the younger Fichte, 
Ulrici, etc., and calls his standpoint transcendent pantheism. 
According to this all that is good, exalted, and valuaible in 
the world is divine in its nature; the human reason is of the 
same essence as the divine reason (there can be nothing 
higher than reason); the Godhead is the absolute ego of 
Fichte, which employs the empirical egos as organs, which 
thinks and wills in individuals, in so far as they think the 
truth and will the good, but at the same time as universal 
subject goes beyond them. If, after the example of Hegel, 
we give up transcendent pantheism in favor of immanence, 
two unphilosophical modes of representing the absolute 
at once result—on the one hand, materialism; on the other, 
popular, unphilosophical theism. If the Fichtean Science 
of Knowledge could be separated from its difficult method, 
which it is impossible ever to make comprehensible to 
the unphilosophical mind, it would be called to take the 
place of religion.*^ 

• Among Fortlage's posthumous manuscripts was one on the Phil¬ 
osophy of Religion, on which Eucken pi^lished an essay in the 
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2. Realism : Herbart. 

Johann Friedrich Herbart was scientifically the most 
important among the philosophers of the opposition. 
Herbart was born at Oldenburg in 1776, the son of a coun¬ 
cilor of justice, and had already become acquainted with 
the systems of Wolff and Kant before he entered the Uni¬ 
versity of Jena in 1794. In 1796 he handed in tc') his 
instructor Fichte a critique of two of Schelling^s treatises, 
in wliich the youthful thinker already broke away from 
idealism. While a private tutor in Switzerland he made 
the acquaintance of Pestalozzi. In 1802 he habilitated 
in Gottingen, where, in 1805, he was promoted to a pro¬ 
fessorship extraordinary; while in 1809 he received the 
professorship in Kdnigsberg once held by Kant, and 
later by W. Tr. Krug (died 1842). He died in 1841 at Got¬ 
tingen, whither he had been recalled in 1833. His Col¬ 
lected Works were published in twelve volumes, 1850-52 
(reprinted 18&? seq.), by his pupil Hartenstein, who has 
also given an excellent exposition of his master’s system in 
his Probleme und^ Grundlehren der allgcmeinen Mctaphysik. 
1836, and his Grundbegriffe der ethischen Wissenschaftcn, 
1844; a new edition, in chronological order, and under the 
editorship of K. Kehrbach, began to appear in 1882, or rather 
1887, and has now advanced to the fourth volume, 1891. 
Herbart^s chief works were written during his Konigsberg 
residence: the Text-book of Introduction to Philosophy, 1813, 
4th ed., 1837 (very valuable as an introduction to Herbartian 
modes of thought) ; General Metaphysics, 1S29 (preceded 
in 1806 and 1808 by The Principal Points in Metaphysics, 


Zeitschrift fur Philosophic, vol. Ixxxii. 1883, p. 180 seq,, after Lipsius 
had given a single chapter from it—” The Ideal of Morality accord¬ 
ing to Cliristianity *’—in his Jahrhilchcr fur proiestantische Theologie 
(vol. ix. pp. 1-45). The journals Im Ncuen Reich, 1881, No. 24, and 
Die Gegenwart, 188.2, No. 34, contained warmly written notices of 
Fortlage by J. Volkclt Leopold Schmid (in Giessen, died 1869) gives 
a favorable and skillfully composed outline of Fortlage's system in 
his Grundziige der Einleitung in die Philosophic mit einer Beleu- 
chtung der von K, Ph, Fischer, Sengler, und Fortlage ermdglichten 
Philosophic der That, 1860, pp. 226-357. Cf. also Moritz Brasoh, K, 
Fortlage, Ein philosophisches Charal(terbild, in Unsere Zeit, 1883, 
Heft II, pp. 730-756, incorporated in the same author’s Philosophic 
der Gegenwart, 1888. 
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with a supplement, The Principal Points in Logic) ; Text¬ 
book of Psychology,"^ 1816, 2d ed., 1834; On the Possibility 
and Necessity of applying Mathematics to Psychology, 1822; 
Psychology as a Science, 1824-25. The two works on ethics, 
which were widely separated in time, were, on the other 
hand, written in Gottingen: General Practical Philosophy, 
1808; Analytical Examination of Natural Right cmd of 
Morals, 1836. To these may be added a Discourse on Evil, 
1817; Letters on the Doctrine of the Freedom of the Human 
IVill, 1836; and the Brief Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 1831, 
2d ed., 1841. His works on education and instruction, 
vvliose influence and value perhaps exceed those of his 
philosophical achievements (collected editions of the peda¬ 
gogical works have been prepared by O. Willmann, 1873-75, 
2d ed., 1880; and by Bartholomaei), extended through his 
whole life. Besides pedagogics, psychology was the chief 
sphere of his services. 

In antithesis to the philosophy of intuition with its imag¬ 
ined superiority to the standpoint of reflection, Herbart 
makes philosophy begin with attention to concepts, defin¬ 
ing it as the elaboration of concepts. Philosophy, there¬ 
fore, is not distinguished from other sciences by its abject, 
])ut by its method, which again must adapt itself to the 
peculiarity of the object, to the starting point of the inves¬ 
tigation in question—there is no universal philosophical 
method. There are as many divisions of philosophy as 
there are modes of elaborating concepts. The first requisite 
is the discrimination of concepts, both the discrimination 
of concepts from others and of the marks within each con¬ 
cept. This work of making concepts clear and distinct is 
the business of logic. With this discipline, in which Her¬ 
bart essentially follows Kant, are associated two other forms 
of the elaboration of concepts, that of physical and that of 
aesthetic concepts. Both of these classes require more than a 
merely logical elucidation. The physical concepts, through 
which we apprehend the world and ourselves, contain con¬ 
tradictions and must be freed from them; their correction 
is the business of meta-physics. Metaphysics is the science 
of the comprehensibility of experience. The aesthetic 

* English translation by M. K. Smith, 1891. 
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(including the ethical) concepts are distinguished from the 
nature-concepts by a peculiar increment which they occasion 
in our representation, and which consists in a judgment of 
approval or disapproval. To clear up these concepts and 
to free them from false allied ideas is the task of aes¬ 
thetics in its widest sense. This includes all concept's which 
are accompanied by a judgment of praise or blame; the 
most important among them are the ethical concepts. 
Thus, aside from logic, we reach two principal divisions of 
philosophy, which are elsewhere contrasted as theoretical 
and practical, but here in Herbart as metaphysics and 
aesthetics. Herbart maintains that these are entirely inde¬ 
pendent of each other, so that aesthetics, since it presup¬ 
poses nothing of metaphysics, may be discussed before 
metapli 3 ’sics. while the philo.sophy of nature and psychol- 
ogy depend throughout on ontological principles. Together 
with natural theology the two latter sciences consti¬ 
tute '‘applied” metaphysics. This in turn presupposes 
"general” metaphysics, which subdivides into four ]:>arts: 
Methodology, Ontology, Synecholog}*, i,c., the theory of the 
continuous {<rvy€xis), which treats of the contiima. space, 
time, and moton, and Tvidolology, ?.c., the theory of images 
or representations. The last forms the transition to psy- 
cholog}^ vrhile synechology forms the preparation for the 
philosophy of nature, whose most general problems it 
solves. Our exposition will not need to observe these 
divisions closely. 

Metaphysic.s starts with the given, but cannot rest con¬ 
tent with it, for it contains contradictions. Tn resolving 
thCvSe we rise above the given. What is gwcn? Kant has 
not answered this question with entire correctness. We 
may, indeed, term the totality of the given "phenomena, 
but this presupposes something which appears. If nothing 
existed there would also nothing appear. As smoke points 
to fire, so appearance to being. So much seeming, so 
much indication of being. Things in themselves may 
be known mediately, though not immediately, by follow¬ 
ing out the indications of being contained by the given 
appearance. Further, not merely the unformed matter 
of cognition is given to us, but it is rather true that every- 
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thing comes under this concept which experience so 
presses on us that we cannot resist it ; hence not merely 
single sensations, but entire sensation-groups, not merely 
the matter, but also the forms of experience. I f the latter 
were really subjective products, as Kant holds, it would 
necessarily be possible for us at will to think each per¬ 
ceptive-content either under the category of substance, or 
proj)erty, or cause—|X)ssible for us, if we chose, to see a 
round table quadrilateral. In reality we are bound in the 
ap]>Iication of these forms ; they are given for each object 
in a definite way. The given forms—Herbart calls them 
experience-concepts—contain contradictions. How can 
these contradictions be removed ? We may neither simply 
reject the concepts which are burdened with contradic¬ 
tions. for they are given, nor leave them as they are, for 
the logical principium contradictionis requires that the con¬ 
tradiction as such be rooted out. The experience-concepts 
are valid (they find application in experience), but they 
are not thinkable. Therefore we must so transform and 
•=;tipplement them that they shall become free from con¬ 
tradictions and thinkable. The method which Herbart 
employs to remove the contradictions is as follows: The 
contradiction always consists in the fact that an a should 
he the same as a Ik hut is not so. The desiderated 
likeness of the two is impossible so long as w^e think a as 
one thing. That which is unsuccessful in this case will 
succeed, perhaps, if in thought we break up the a into 
several things —< fi r. Then we shall be able to explain 
through the “together’' (Zusammen) of this plurality what 
we were unable to explain from the undecomposed a, or 
from the single constituents of it. The “together*’ is a 
“relation’* established by thought among the elements of 
the real. For this reason Herbart terms his method of 
finding out necessary supplements to the given “the 
method of relations.” Another name for the same thing 
is “the method of contingent aspects.” Mechanics oper¬ 
ates with contingent aspects when, for the sake of explana¬ 
tion, it resolves a given motion into several components. 
Such fictions and substitutions—auxiliary concepts, which 
are not real, but which serve only as paths for thought— 



520 


HERBART 


may be successfully employed hy metaphysics also. The 
abstract expression of this metliod runs: The contradiction 
is to be removed by thinking one of its members as manifold 
rather than as one. In order to observe the workings ot 
this Herbartian machine vve shall go over the four .princi¬ 
pal contradictions by which his acuteness is put to the test 
—the problems of inherence, of change, of the continuous, 
of tlie ego. 

We call the given sensation-complexes “ things,” and 
ascribe “properties” to them. How can one and the same 
thing have different properties—how can the one be at the 
same time many? To say that the thing “possesses” the 
properties does not help the matter. The possession of 
the different properties is itself just as manifold and vari¬ 
ous as the properties which are possessed. Hence the 
concept of the thing and its properties nmst be so trans¬ 
formed that the plurality which seems to be in the thing 
shall be transferred without it. Instead of one thing let 
us assume several, each with a single definite property, 
from whose “together” the appearance of many qualities 
is one thing now arises. The appearance of manifold prop¬ 
erties in the one thing has its ground in the '‘together” 
of many things, each of which has one simple quality. 
Again, it is just as impossible for a thing to have differ¬ 
ent qualities in succession, or to change, as it is for it 
to have them at the same time. The popular view of 
change, which holds that a thing takes on different forms 
(ice, water, steam) and yet remains the same substance, is 
untenable. How is it possible to become another, and yet 
to remain the same ? The universal feeling that the con¬ 
cept needs correction betrays itself in the fact that every¬ 
one involuntarily adds a cause to the change in thought, 
and seeks a cause for it, and thus of himself undertakes a 
transformation of the concept, though, it is true, an in¬ 
adequate one. If we tliink this concept through we come 
upon a trilemma, a threefold impossibility. Whether we 
endeavor to deduce the change from external or from inter¬ 
nal causes, or (with Hegel) to think it as causeless, in each 
case we involve ourselves in inconceivabilities. All three 
ideas—change as mechanism, as self-determination or free- 
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dual, as absolute becoming—^are alike absurd. We can 
escape these contradictions only by the bold decision to 
conceive the quality of the existent as unchangeable. For 
the truly existent there is no change whatever. It remains, 
liovvever, to explain the appearance of change, in which 
the wand of decomposition and the “together’’ again 
proves its magic power. Supported by the motley inani- 
fuldness of phenomena, we posit real beings as qualitatively 
different, and view this diversity as partial contraposition; 
we resolve, e.g., the simple quality a into the elements 
. 1 * + s, and a second quality b into y — :r. So long as the 
individual things remain by tliemselves, the opposition of 
the qualities will not make itself evident. But as soon as 
they come together, something takes ])lace—now the oj)po- 
sites ( + J and — j) seek to destroy or at least to disturb 
each other. The reals defend themselves against the dis¬ 
turbance whicii would follow if the opposites could destroy 
each other, by each conserving its simple, unchangeable 
(juality, i,e,, by simply remaining self-identical. Self-con¬ 
servation against threatened disturbances from without (it 
may be compared to resistance against pressure) is the 
only real change, and apparent change, the emjjirical 
changes of things, to be explained from this. That 
which changes is only the relations between the beings, as 
a thing maintains itself now against this and now against 
tliat other thing; the relations, however, and their change 
are something entirely contingent and indifferent to the 
existent. In itself the self-conservation of a real is as 
uniform as the quality which is conserved, but in virtue 
of the changing relations (the variety of the disturbing 
things) it can express itself for the observer in manifold 
ways as force. The real itself changes as little^as a paint¬ 
ing changes, for instance, when, seen near at hand, the 
figures in it are clearly distinguished, while for the distant 
observer, on the contrary, they run together into an indis¬ 
tinguishable chaos. Change has no meaning in the sphere 
of the existent. 

Ai^one who speaks thus has denied cliange, not deduced 
it. Among the many abjections experienced by Her- 
bart’s endeavor to explain the empirical fact of change 
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by his theory of self-conservation aj^ainst threatened dis¬ 
turbances TvOtze’s is the most cogent: The unsuccessful 
attempt to solve the difficulties in the concept of becoming 
and action is still instructive, for it shows that they cannot 
be solved in this way—from the concept of inflexible being. 
Tf the “together,” the threatened disturbance, and the 
reaction against the latter be taken as realities, then, 
in the affection by the disturber, the concept of change 
remains uneliininated and uncorrected; if they be taken as 
unreal concepts auxiliary to thought, change is relegated 
from the realm of being to the realm of seeming. Herbart 
gives to lhe?n a kind of semi-reality, less true than the 
iinmoving ground of things (their unchangeable, permanent 
qualities), and more true than their contradictory exterior 
(the empirical appearance of change). Between being and 
seeming he thrusts in, as though between day and night, 
the twilight region of his “ contingent aspects,” wifh their 
relations, which are nothing to the real, their disturb¬ 
ances, which do not come to pass, and their self-conserva¬ 
tions, which are nothing but undisturbed ('ontiniiance in 
existence on the part of the real. 

Besides the contradictions in the concepts of inherence, 
of change, and action and passion, it is the concept of being 
wliich prevents our philosopher from ascribing a living 
character to reality. Being, as Kant correctly perceived, 
contains nothing qualitative; it is absolute position. Who¬ 
ever affirms that an object is, expresses thereby that the 
matter is to rest with the simple position: in which is 
included that it is nothing dependent, relative, or negative. 
(Every negation is something relative, relates to a precedent 
position, which is to be annulled by it.) Besides l)eing, the 
existent coiitains something more—a quality; it consists 
of this absolute position and a what If this what is sep¬ 
arated from being we reach an “ image ”; united with 
being it yields an essence or a real. This what of things 
is not their sensuous qualities; the latter belong rather 
to the mere phenomenon. No one of them indicates what 
the abject is by itself, when left alone. They depend on 
contingent circumstances, and apart from these they would 
not exist^—what is color in the daric? what sound in 
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airless space? what weight in empty space? what fusi¬ 
bility without fire?—they are each and all relative. Since 
being excludes negation of every kind, the quality of the 
existent must be absolutely simple and unchangeable ; 
it brooks no manifoldness, no quantity, no distinctions in 
degree, no becoming; all this were a corruption of the 
purely affirmative or positive character of being. The 
existent is unextended and eternal. The Rleatics are to 
be praised because the need of e^scaping from the contradic¬ 
tions in the world of experience led them to make them¬ 
selves masters of the concept of being without relation and 
without negation, and of the simple, homogeneous quality 
of the existent in its full purity. But while the Eleatics 
conceived the existent as one, the atomists made an 
advance by as.suming a plurality of reals. The truly one 
never becomes a plurality: plurality is given, hence an 
original plurality must he postulated. Herbart character¬ 
izes his own standpoint as qualitative atomism, since his 
reals are differentiated by their properties, not by quantita¬ 
tive relations (size and figure). The idealists and the pan¬ 
theists make a false use of the tendency toward unity which, 
no doul)t, is present in our reason, when they maintain 
that true being must be one. There is absolutely noth¬ 
ing in the concept of being to forbid us to think the 
existent as many: while the world of phenomena, with 
its many things and their many properties, gives irre¬ 
fragable grounds which compel us to this conclusion. 
Hence, according to Herbart, the true reality is a (very 
large, though not, it is true, an infinite*^) plurality of supra- 
sensiljle (non-spatial and non-temporal) reals, or. according 
to the Leibnitzian exprCvS.sion. monads, which all their life 
have nothing further to do than to preserve intact against 
disturbances the simple quality in which they consist (for 
the existent is not distinct from its quality; it does not have 
the quality, but is the quality). Each thing has but one 
response for the most varied influences: it answers all 
suggestions from without by affirming its what, by con- 
• Herbart writes {Text-boo\ of Introduction to Philosophy, p. 156), 
quite in the ancient manner : ** The real cannot be infinite. Infinity 
is a predicate for thought entities, with whose construction we are 
never done.** 
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tinually repeating, as it were, the same note, which gains 
a vai'ving meaning only in so far as, in accordance with the 
character of the disturber, it appears now as a third, now 
as a fifth or seventh. This picture of the world is certainly 
not attractive; in it all change and becoming, all life and all 
actixity is ollered up on the altar of monotonous being. 
Happily Herbart is inconsistent enough to enliven this 
comfortless waste of changeless being by the relatively real 
or semi-real manifoldness of the self-conservations. 

The infinite divisibility of space and of matter forms the 
chief difiiculty in the problem of the continuous. Henbart 
endeavors to solve it by the assumption of an intelligible 
space with “ fixed ” lines (lines formed by a definite num¬ 
ber of points, hence finitely divisible, and not continu¬ 
ous). Metaphysics dciiiands the fixed or discrete line, 
although common Thought is inca])al)Ie of conceiving it. 
Space is a mere form of combination in representation or 
for the observer, and yet it i> objective, Lc-, it is valid for 
all intelligences, and not merely for human intelligence. 
From his complex and unproductive endeavors to derive 
the appearance of continuity from discontinuous reality we 
hurry on to tlie fourtli, the psychological problem, which 
Herbart discusses with great acuteness. He considers it 
the chief merit of Fichte’s Science of Knowledge that it 
called attention to this problem. 

The concept of the ego, of whose reality we have so 
strong and immediate a conviction that, in the formula of 
asseveration, “ as true as I exist,'’ it is made the criterion 
of all other certitude, labors under various contradictions. 
Besides the familiar difficulty, here especially sensible, of 
one thing with many marks, it contains other absurdities 
of its own. In the ego or self-consciousness subject and 
object are to be identical. The identity of the representr 
ing and the represented ego is a self-contradictory idea, for 
the law of contradiction forbids the equation of opposites, 
while a subject is subject only through the fact that it is 
not object. But, again, self-consciousness can never be 
realized, because it involves a regressus in infinitum. The 
ego is defined as that which represents itself. What is this 

self ”? It is, in turn, the self-knower. This new explana- 
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tion cont<iins still a further self, which once more signifies 
the self-know'er and so on to infinity. The ego represents the 
representation (Vorstellen) of its representation (Vorstel- 
Icn)y etc. The representation {Vorstellung) of the ego, 
therefore, can never be actually brought to completion. 
(The assumption of the freedom of the will leads to an 
analogous rcgressus in infinifuni, in which the question, 

Willst thou thy volition?” ” Willst thou the willing of 
this volition”? is repeated to infinity.) The only escape 
from this tissue of absurdities is to think the ego otherwise 
than is done by popular consciousness. The knowing and 
the knowm ego are by no means the same, but the observ¬ 
ing subject in self-consciousness is one group of representa¬ 
tions, the observed subject another. Thus, for example, 
newly formed repre.«?entations are apperceived by the exist¬ 
ing older cuies, but the highest apperceiver is not, in turn, 
itself apperceived. The ego is not a unit ])einig, which 
represents itself in the literal meaning of the phrase, but 
that wdiich is represented is a plurality. The ego is the 
junction of numberless series of representations, and is con¬ 
stantly changing it.s place: it dw’ells now in this representa- 
tion, now in that. But as we distinguish the point of 
meeting from the scries w-hicli meet there, and imagine 
that it is possible simultaneously to abstract from all the 
represented series (whereas in fact we can only abstract 
from each one separately), there arises the appearance of a 
])ermanent ego as the unit subject of all our representa¬ 
tions. In reality the ego is not the source of our represen¬ 
tations, hut the final result of their combination. The 
representation, not the ego, is the fundamental concept of 
psychology, the ego constituting rather its most difficult 
problem.* It is a “ result of other representations, which, 
however, in order to yield this result, must be together in 
a single substance, and must interpenetrate one another ” 
{Text-book oj Introduction, p. 243). In this way Herbart 
defends the substantiality of the soul against Kant and 
Fries. The soul’s immortality (as also its pre-existence) 

•On die Herbartian psychology^ cf. Ribot, German Psychology of 
To^day, English Translation by Baldwin, 1886, pp. 24-67; and G. F. 
Stout, Mind, vols. xiii.-xiv.—T r, 
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goes witliout saying, because of the non-temporal character 
of the real. 

The soul is one of these reals which, unchangeaible in 
themselves, enter into various relations with others, and 
conserv'e themselves against the latter. Jn its simple 
what as unknowable as the rest, it is yet familiar to us 
ill its self-conservations. In the absence of a more fitting 
expression for the totality of psychical phenomena we call 
these representations, the phenomenal manifoldness of which 
is due to the variety of the disturbances and exists for the 
observer alone. In itself, without a plurality of dispositions 
and impulses, the soul is originally not a representative 
force, but first becomes such under certain circumstances, 
viz., when it is stimulated to self-conservation by other 
beings. The sum of the reals which stand in immediate 
relation to the soul is called its body; this, an aggregate of 
simple beings, furnishes the intermediate link of causal rela¬ 
tion between the soul and the external world. The soul 
has its (movable) seat in the brain. In opposition to the 
physiological treatment of psychology, Herbart remarks 
that psychology throws much more light on physiology 
than she can ever receive from it. 

The simplest representations are the sensations, which, 
amid all their variety, still group themselves into definite 
classes (odors, sounds, colors). They serve us as symbols 
of the disturbing reals, but they are not images of things, 
nor effects of these, but products of the soul itself: the 
generation of sensations is the soul’s peculiar way of guard¬ 
ing itself against threatened disturbances. Every repres¬ 
entation once come into being disappears again from con¬ 
sciousness, it is true, but not from the soul. It persists, 
unites with others, and stands with them in a relation of 
interaction—in both cases according to definite laws. These 
original representations are the only ones which the soul 
produces by its own activity; all other psychical phenomena, 
feeling, desire, will, attention, memory, judgment, the whole 
wealth of inner events, result of themselves from the inter¬ 
play of the primary representations under law. Representa¬ 
tion (more exactly sensation) is alone original; space, time, 
the categories, which Kant makes a priori, are all acquired. 
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i,c., like all the higher mental life, they are the results of a 
psychical mechanism, results whose production needs no re¬ 
newed exertion on the part of the soul itself. It has been a 
very harmful error in psychology hitherto to ascribe each 
particular mental activity to a special faculty of the sou! 
having a similar name, instead of deriving it from combina¬ 
tions of simple representations. Abstract, empty class ideas 
have l)een treated as real forces, in the belief tliat thus the 
single concrete acts had been “ explained/’ 

There is no bitterer foe of the faculty theory than Herbart. 
His campaign against it, if not victorious, was yet salutary, 
and the motives of his hostility, up to a certain point, 
entirely justified. Nothing is more useless than the assur¬ 
ance that what the soul actually does, that it must also have 
tlie power to do. Who disputes this? A faculty explains 
nothing so long as the laws under which its functions and 
its relations to other faculties remain unexplained. But 
although the faculty idea serves no positive end, it can¬ 
not be entirely discarded. It marks the boundary where 
our ability to reduce one class of psychical phenomena to 
another ceases. Herbart-’s polemic has no force against the 
moderate and necessary use of this idea, no matter how 
much it was in place in view of the impropriety of a super¬ 
fluous multiplication of the faculties of the soul. The real¬ 
ization of the ideal of psychology, the reduction of the com¬ 
plex pheiiomena of mental life to the smallest possible 
number of simple elements, is limited by the heterogeneity 
of the original phenomena, knowing, feeling, willing, which 
wholly resists derivation from the combination of sensations. 
That which blinded Herbart to these limitations was that 
tendency toward unity, which, as a metaphysician and moral 
philosopher, he had all too willfully suppressed, and which 
now took revenge for this infringement of its rights by mis¬ 
leading the psychologist to an exaggeration which had 
important consequences. Nevertheless his unsuccessful 
attempt remains interesting and worthy of gratitude. 

The discovery of the laws which govern the interaction 
of the psychical elements is the task of a statics and a 
mechanics of representations. The former investigates the 
equilibrium or the settled final state; the latter, the 
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chanige, i.c., the movements of representations. These 
names of themselves betray Herhart's conviction that 
mathematics can and must be applied to psychology. The 
bright hopes, however, which Herbart formed for the 
attempt at a mathematical psychology, were fulfilled 
neither in his own endeavors nor in those of his pupils, 
although, as Lotze remarks, it would be asserting too much 
to say that the most general formulas which he set up con¬ 
tradict ex^>eriencc.—The unity of the soul forces re[)resen- 
tations to act on one another. Disparate representations, 
those, that is, which belong to different representative series, 
as the visual image of a rose and the auditory image of the 
word rose, or as the sensations yellow, liard, round, ringing, 
connected in the concept gold piece, enter into complica¬ 
tions I complexes]. Homogeneous representations (the 
memory image and the perceptual image of a black poodle) 
fuse into a single representation. Opposed representations 
(red and blue) arrest one another when they are in con¬ 
sciousness together. The connection and graded fusion of 
representations is the basis of their retention and reproduc¬ 
tion. as well as of the formation of continuous series of re¬ 
presentations. l^he reproduction is in part immediate, a free 
rising of the representation by its own power as soon as the 
hindrances give way; in part mediate, a coming up through 
the help of others. On the arrest of partially or totally 
opposed reprefsentations hlerbart bases his psychological cal¬ 
culus. Let there be given simultaneously in consciousness 
three opposed representations of different intensities, the 
strongest to be called a, the weakest r, the intermediate one 
b. What happens? They arrest one another, f c., a part of 
each is forced to sink below the threshold of consciousness.* 
What is the amount of the arrest? As much as all the 
weaker representations together come to—the sum of arrest 
or the sum of that which becomes unconscious (as it were 

• By their mutual pressure representations arc transformed into a 
mere tendency to represent, which again becomes actual representation 
when the arrest ceases. The parts of a representation transformed 
into a tendency, and the residua remaining unobscured, arc not pieces 
cut off, but the quantity denotes merely a degree of obscuration in 
the whole representation, or rather in the representation whidi actually 
takes place. 
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the burden to be divided) is equal to the sum of all the 
representations with the exception of the strongest (hence 
= Z? -h e), and is divided among the individual representa¬ 
tions in the inverse ratio of their strength, consequently in 
such a way that the strongest (the one which most actively 
and successfully resists arrest) has the least, and the weak¬ 
est the most, of it to hit:u\ it may thus come to pass that 
a representation is entirely driven out of consciousness by 
two stron;^er ones, while it is impossible for this to happen 
to it from a single one, no matter how superior it be. The 
simplest case of all is when two equally strong representa¬ 
tions are present, in which case each is reduced to the 
half of its original intensity. The sum of that which 
remains in consciousness is always equal to the greatest 
representation. 

As soon as a representation reaches the zero point of 
consciousness, or as soon as a new representation (sensation) 
comes in, the others begin at once to rise or sink. The 
Meclianics seeks to investigate the laws of these movements 
of representations; but we may the more readily pass over 
its complicated calculations since their precise formulas can 
never more than very roughly represent the true state of 
the case, which simj)ly rebels against precision.. The rock 
on which every immanent use of mathematics in psychology 
must strike, is the impossibility of exactly measuring one 
representation by another. We may, indeed, declare one 
stronger than another on the basis of the immediate impres¬ 
sion of feeling, but we cannot say how much stronger it is, 
nor with reason assert that it is twice or half as intense. 
Herbart*s mathematical psychology was wrecked by this 
insurrnountable difficulty. The demand for exactness 
which it raised, but wdrich it was unable to satisfy with the 
means at its disposal, has recently been renewed, and has 
led to assured results in psycho-physics, which works on a 
diflferent basis and with ingenious methods of measurement. 

Herbart endeavors, as we have seen, to deduce the vari¬ 
ous mental activities from the play of representations. 
Feeling and desire are not something beside represen¬ 
tations, are not special faculties of the soul, but results of, 
34 
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the relations oi representations, changing states of repres¬ 
entations arrested and working upward against hindrances. 
A representation which has been forced out of conscious¬ 
ness persists as a tendency or effort to represent, and as such 
exerts a pressure on the conscious representations. If a 
representation is suspended between counteracting forces 
a feeling results; desire is the rise of a representiition in the 
face of hindrances, aversion is hesitation in sinking. If llie 
effort is accompanied by the idea that its goal is attainable, 
it is termed will. The character of a man dej)cnds on the 
fact that definite masses of representations have becoine 
dominant, and by their strength and persistence hold 
opposing representations in clieck or suppress them. The 
longer the dominant mass of representations exercises its 
power, the firmer becomes the habit of acting in a certain 
way, the more fixed the will. Herbart’s intellectualistic 
denial of self-dependence to the practical capacities of the 
soul leads him logically to determinism. Volition depends 
on insight, is detennined by representations; freedom signi¬ 
fies nothing but the fact that the will can be determined by 
motives. If the individual decisions of man were undeter¬ 
mined he would have no character; if the character were 
free in the choice betw^een two actions, then, along wdth the 
noblest resolve, there would remain the possibility of an op¬ 
posite decision; freedom of choice would make pure cliance 
the doer of our deeds. Pedagogics, above all, must reject 
the idea of an undetermined freedom; education, along with 
imputation, correction, and punishment, would be a meaning¬ 
less word, if no determining influence on the will of the pupil 
wrere possible.—This last objection overlooks the fact that 
the pedagogical influence is alw’ays mediate, and can do no 
more than, by disciplining the imjmlses of the pupil and 
by supplying him with aids against immoral inclinations, to 
lighten his moral task. We can wM)rk on the motives only, 
never directly on the will itself. Otherwise it would I>e 
inexplicable that even the best pedagogical skill proves 
pow'erless in the case of many individuals. 

HerbarPs psychology w^as preceded by a philosophy of 
nature, which construes matter from attraction and repul- 
:iion, and declares an actio in distans impossible. The inter-^ 
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mediat-e link between physics and -psychology is formed by 
the science of organic life (physiology or biology) ; and with 
this natural theology is connected by the following prin¬ 
ciples: The purposiveness w^hich we notice with admira¬ 
tion in men and the higher animals compels us, since it can 
neither come from chance nor be explained on natural 
grounds alone, to assume as its author a sui)reme artificer, 
an intelligence which works by ends. It is true, indeed, 
that the existence of the IX*ity is not demonstrated by the 
teleological argument; this is only an hyjKjthesis, but one 
as highly probalile as the assumption that the human 
bodies by which we are surrounded are inhabited by human 
souls—a fact wdiich w^e can only assume, not perceive nor 
prove. The assurance of faith is different from that of 
logic and experience, hut not inferior to it. Religion is 
l>ased on humility and grateful reverence, which is favored, 
not injured, by the immeasurable sublimity of its object, 
the incompleteness of our idea of the vSupreme Being, and 
the knowledge of our ignorance. If faith rests, on the one 
hand, on the teleological view' of nature, it is, on the other, 
connected with moral need, and exercises, in addition. 
. ^esthetic influences. By comforting the suffering, setting 
right the erring, reckiiming and pacifying the sinner, warn¬ 
ing, strengthening, and encouraging the morally sound, reli¬ 
gion brings the spirit into a new* and better land, shows it a 
higher order of things, the order of providence, which, amid 
all the mistakes of men, still furthers the good. The 
religious .spirit always includes an ethical element, and the 
bond of the Church holds men together even w’here the 
state is destroyed. Indispensable theoretically as a sup¬ 
plement to our knowledge, and practically because of the 
moral imperfection of men, who need it to humble, warn, 
comfort, and lift them up, religion is, nevertheless, in its 
origin independent of knowriedge and moral will. Faith 
is older than science and morals: the doctrine of religion 
did not wait for astronomy and cosmology, nor the erec¬ 
tion of temples for ethics. Before the development of the 
. moral concepts religion already existed in the form of won- 
.,der without a special object, of a gloomy awe which ascribed 
r every sudden inner excitement to the impulse of an invisi- 
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ble po\ver. Since a speculative knowledge of the nature 
of God is impossible, the only task which remains for 
metai)hysics is the removal of improper determinations 
from that whicli tradition and phantasy have to say on the 
subject. We arc to conceive God as personal, extramun- 
dane, and omnipotent, as the creator, not of the reals them¬ 
selves, but of their purposive coexistence [Zuscimmcn). In 
order, however, to rise from the idea of the orij^inal, most 
real, and most powerful being to that of the most excellent 
being we need the practical Ideas, without which the former 
would remain an indifferent theoretical concept. Man 
can pray only to a wise, holy, perfect, just, and good God. 

This, in essential outline, is the content of the scattered 
o^bservations on the philosophy of religion given by Her- 
barl. l)ro])isch {Jhmdamental Doctrines of the Philosophy 
of Kcligion, 1840), from the standpoint of religious criti¬ 
cism and with a renewal of the moral argument, and Taute 
(TtS4()—52) and Fliigcl {Miracles and the Possibility of a 
Knowledge of Cod, 1869) with an apologetic tendency and 
one toward a belief in miracles, have, among others, endea¬ 
vored to make up for the lack of a detailed treatment of 
this discipline by Her hart—from which, moreover, much of 
value could hardly have been expected in view of the jejune¬ 
ness of his metaphysical conceptions and the insufficiency 
of his appreciation of evil. 

It remains only to glance at Herbart's i^sthetics. The 
beautiful is distinguished from the agreeable and the desir¬ 
able, which, like it, are the objects of preference and rejec¬ 
tion, by the facts, first, that it arouses an involuntary and 
disinterested judgment of approval; and second, that it is 
a predicate which is ascribed to the object or is o-bjective, 
I'o these is added, thirdly, that while desire seeks for that 
which is to come, taste possesses in the present that which 
it judges. 

That which pleases or dis])lcases is always the form, never 
the matter; and further, is always a relation, for that which 
is entirely simple is indifferent. As in music we have suc¬ 
ceeded in discovering the simplest relations, which please 
immediately and absolutely—we know not why—so this 
must be attempted in all branches of the theory of art. 
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The most important among them, that which treats of 
moral beauty, moral philosophy, lias therefore to inquire 
concerning the simplest relations of will, which call forth 
moral approval or disapproval (independently of the inter¬ 
est of the spectator), to inquire concerning the practical 
Ideas or pattern-concepts, in accordance with which moral 
taste, involuntarily and with unconditional evidence, judges 
concerning the worth or unworth of (actually happening or 
merely represented) volitions. Herbart enumerates five 
sucli primary Ideas or fundamental judgments of con¬ 
science. 

(1) The Idea of inner freedom compares the will with 
the judgment, the conviction, the conscience of the agent 
himself. The agreement of his desire with his own judg¬ 
ment, with the precept of his taste, pleases, lack of agree¬ 
ment displeases. Since the power to determine the will 
according to one’s own insight of itself establishes only an 
empty consistency and loyalty to conviction, and may also 
subserve immoral craft, the first Idea w^aits for its content 
from the four following. 

(2) The Idea of perfection has reference to the quanti¬ 
tative relations of the manifold strivings of a subject, in 
intensity, extension, and concentration. The strong is pleas¬ 
ing in contrast wdth the weak, the greater (more extended, 
richer) in contrast wdth the smaller, the collected in con¬ 
trast with the scattered; in other words, in the individual 
desires it is energy which pleases, in their sum variety, 
in the system co-operation. While the first two Ideas 
have compared the will of the individual man wdth itself, 
the remaining ones consider its relation to the will of other 
rational beings, the third to a merely represented will, and 
the last two to an actual one. 

(3) According to the Idea of benevolence or goodness, 
which gives the most immediate and definite criterion of 
the worth of the disposition, the will pleases if it is in har¬ 
mony with the (represented) will of another, i,e,, makes 
the satisfaction of the latter its aim. 

(4) The Idea of right is based on the fact that strife dis¬ 
pleases. If several wills come together at one point with- 

,out ill-will (in claiming a thing), the parties ought to 
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submit themselves tu right as a rule for the avoidance of 
strife. 

(S) In retribution and equit\', also, the original element 
is displeasure, displeasure in an unrec|uited act as a disturb¬ 
ance of equilibrium. This last Idea demands that no deed 
of good or evil remain unanswered; that in reward, thanks, 
and punishment, a quantum of good and evil equal to that 
of which he has been the cause return iqx)!! the agent. The 
one-sided deed of good or ill is a disturbance, the removal 
<)f which demands a corresponding rttiuital. 

Herbart warns us against the attempt to derive the five 
original Ideas (which scientific analysis alone separates, for 
ill life we always judge according to all of them together) 
from a single higher Idea, maintaining that the demand for 
a common principle of morals is a prejudice. J'rom the 
union of several beings into one jx-rson proceed five other 
jiattern-concepts, the derived or social Ideas of the ethical 
institutions in which the primary Ideas arc realized. These 
correspond to the primary Ideas in the reverse order: The 
system of rewards, which regulates punishment; the legal 
society, which hinders strife; the .system of administration, 
aimed at the greatest possible good of all: the .system of 
culture, aimed at the development of tlie greatest possible 
power and virtuosity; finally, as the highest, and that which 
unites the others in itself, society as a person, which, when 
it. is provided with the necessary power, is termed the state. 

If we combine the totality of the original Ideas into the 
unity of the person the concept of virtue arises. If we reflect 
on the limitations which oppo.se the full realization of the 
ideal of virtue, we gain the concepts of law and duty. An 
ethics, like that of Kant, which cxclu.sively emphasizes the 
imperative or obligatory character of the good, is one-sided. 
it considers morality only in arrest, a mistake which goes 
u'ith its false doctrine of freedom. On the other hand, it 
was a great merit in Kant that he first made clear the 
unconditional validity of moral judgment, independent of 
all eiulcmonism. Politics and pedagogics are branches of 
the theory of virtue. The end of education is development 
in virtue, and, as a means to this, the arousing of varied ■ 
interests and the production of a stable character. 
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In conclusion, wc mny sum up the points in which 
lierbart sh(»ws himself a follower of Kant—he calls himself 
a “Kantian of the year 1828.” His practical philosophy 
takes from Kant its independence of theoretical ])hilosophy, 
the disinterested character of sesthetic judgment, the abso¬ 
luteness of ethical values, the non-empirical origin of the 
moral concepts: “The fundamental ethical relations are not 
drawn from experience.’* His metaphysics owes to Kant 
the critical treatment of the experience-concepts (its task 
is to make exjjerience comprehensible), in which the lead¬ 
ing idea in the Kantian doctrine of the antinomies, the 
inevitablcness of contradictions, is generalized, extended 
to all the fundamental concepts of exi>ericnce, and, as it 
were, transferred from the Dialectic to tlie .\nalytic; it 
owes (o him, further, the conception of being as absolute 
]>(»sition, and, finally, the dualism of phenomena and things 
in themselves. Herbart ( with Schopenhauer) considers the 
renewal of the Platonic distinction between seeming and 
hein^^ the chief service of the great critical philosopher, and 
find.> his greatest mistake in the a priori character ascril.)ed 
to the forms of cognition. In the doctrine of the pure 
intuitiems and the categories, and the Critkjuc of Judg¬ 
ment, lie rejects, and with full consciousness, just those 
])arts of Kant on which the Fichtean school had built fur¬ 
ther. Finally, Herhart’s method of thought, his imperson¬ 
ality. the at times anxious caution of his inquiry, and the 
neatness of his concqitions, are somewhat akin to Kant’s, 
only that he lacked the gift of combination to a much 
greater degree than his great predecessor on the Konigs- 
herg rostrum. His remarkable acuteness is busier in 
loosening than in binding; it is more happy in the dis¬ 
covery of contradictions tlian in their resolution. There¬ 
fore he does not belong to the kings who have decided the 
fate of philosophy for long periods of time; he stands to 
one side, though it is true he is the most important figure 
among these vrho occupy such a position. 

"J'he first to give his adherence to Herhart in essential 
positions, and so to furnish occasion for the formation of 
an Herbartian school, was Drobisch (born 1802), in two 
critiques which appeared in 1828 and 1830. Besides 
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Drol'isch, from whom we have valuable discussions of Logic 
fl835, 5th eel., 1SS7) and Empirical Psychology (1842), 
and an interesting essay on Moral SMistics and the Free¬ 
dom of iiic Will (1867), L. Striimpell (born 1812; The 
Principal Points in HerharVs Metaphysics Critically 
Examined, 1840), is a professor in Leipsic. The organ of the 
school, the Zcitschrift fiir e.rakte Philosophie, now edited 
by Flilgel i the first volume, 1860, contained a survey of the 
literature of the school), was at first issued by T. Ziller, the 
pedagogical thinker, and Allihn. The Zcitschnjt fiir 
Volkcrpsycliologie und Sprachuissenschaft, from 1859, 
edited by M. Lazarus (born 1824; The Life of the Soul, 3 
vols., 1856 seq,, 3d ed., 1883 seq,) and PL Steinthal (born 
1823; The Origin of Language, 4th ed., 1888; Sketch of the 
Science of Language, part i. 2d ed., 1881; General Ethics^ 
1885) of I^erlin, also belongs to the Herbartian movement. 
Distinguished sendee has been done in phychology by 
Nahlowsky {The Life of Feeling, 1862, 2d.^ ed., 1884), 
Theodor Waitz in Marburg (1821-84; Foundation of 
Psychology, 1846; Text-book of Psychology, 1849), and 
Volkmann in Prague (1822-77: Text-hook of Psychology, 
3d. ed., by Cornelius, 1884 and 1885) : while P'riedrich 
Exner (died 1853) was formerly much spoken of as an oi>po- 
nent of the Plegelian psychology (1843-44). Robert Zim- 
mermann in Vienna ( born 1824) represents an extreme for¬ 
malistic tendency in jesthctics {History of Aisthetics, 1858; 
General Aisthetics as Science of Form, 1865; further, a 
series of thorough essays on subjects in the history of philo¬ 
sophy). Among historians of philosophy Thilo has given a 
rather one-sided representation of the Herbartian stand¬ 
point. The school’s philosophers of religion have been 
mentioned above fp. 532). Beneke, whom we have joined 
with Fries on account of his anthropological standpoint, 
stands about midway between Herbart and Schopenhauer. 
Pie shares in the former’s interest in psychology, in the 
latter’s foundation of metaphysical knowledge on inner 
experience, and in the dislike felt by both for Plegel; while, 
on the other hand, he differs from Herbart in his empirical 
method, and from Schopenhauer in the priority ascribed to 
representation over effort. 
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3. Pessimism : Schopenhauer. 

Scho]>enhaiier is in all respects the anfipodes of llerbart. 
If in Hcrbart philosophy breaks up into a number of dis¬ 
tinct special inquiries, Schopenhauer has but one funda¬ 
mental thought to communicate, in the carrying out of 
which, as he is convinced, each part implies the whole and 
is implied by the whole. The former operates with sober 
concepts where the latter follows the lead of gifted intui¬ 
tion. The one is cool, thorough, cautious, methodical to 
the point of pedantry; the other is }>assionate, ingenious, 
iinmetlvjdical to the point of capricious dilettantism. In the 
one case, philosophy is as far as possible exact science, in 
which the person of the thinker entirely retires behind the 
substance of the inquiry; in the other, philosophy consists 
in a sum of artistic conceptions, which derive their content 
and value chiefly from the individuality of the author. The 
history of philosophy has no other system to sliow which to 
the .same degree i*xpvesses and reflects the personality of the 
philosoj)her as Schopenhauer's, lliis personality, notwith¬ 
standing its limitiitions and its whims, was important 
enough to give interest to Schopenhauer's views, even apart 
from the relative truth which they contain. 

Arthur Schopenhauer (1788-1860) was the son of a 
mercliant in Dantzic and his wife Johanna, nec Trosiener, 
who subseciuently l>ecame known as a novelist. His early 
training was gained from foreign travel, but after the death 
of his father he exchanged the mercantile career, which he 
had begun at his father’s request, for that of a scholar, 
studying under G. E. Schulze in Gottingen, and under 
Fichte at Berlin. In 1813 he gained his doctor’s degree in 
Jena with a dissertation On the Fourfold Root of the Prin¬ 
ciple of Sufficient Reason, Then he moved from Weimar, 
the residence of his mother, where he had associated con¬ 
siderably with Goethe and had been introduced to Indian 
philosophy by Fr. Mayer, to Dresden (1814-18). In the 
latter place he wrote the essay On Sight and Colors (1816; 
subsequently published 'by the author in Latin), and 
his chitf work. The World as Will and Idea (1819; new 
4!dition, with a second volume, 1844). After the com- 
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pletion of the latter lie began his first Italian journey, 
while his second tour fell in the interval between his two 
<iuite unsuccessful attempts (in Berlin 1820 and 1825) to 
propagate his philosophy from the professor’s desk. l*Voni 
1831 until his death he lived in learned retirement in 
Frankfort-on-the-Main. Here he com[>osed the opuscule 
On Will in Nature, 1836, the prize treatises On the 
(iom of the Human Will and On the Foundation of Hthics 
(together. The TxkV Fundamental Problems of Hihics, ltS4l), 
and the collection of minor treatises Parcreja and Parali- 
pomcna, 2 vols., 1851 (including an essay '‘On Religion”). 
J. Frauenstadt has published a considerable amount of 
posthumous material (among other things the translation, 
B. Gracians Handorahel dcr WcUklughcit) : the CoUccicd 
Works (6 vols., 1873-74, 2d ed., 1877, with a biographical 
notice); Lichtstrahlcn aus Schopenhauers U’erken, 1801. 
5th ed., 1885; and a Schopenhauer Lexicon, 1 vols., 1871." 

In regard to subjective idealism Schopenhauer confesses 
himself a thoroughgoing Kantian. That sensations are 
merely states in us has long been known; Kant opened the 
eyes of the world to the fact that the forms of knowledge 
are also tlic ju'Operty of the subject. I know things onl} 
as they appear to me, as .1 represent them in virtue of tin* 
constitution of my intellect; tlie w orld is my idea. The 

* From the remainiii” Schof-enhauer literature (F. l--aban has pub 
lishcd a.chronological survey of it, bS80) we may call attention to the 
critiques of the first edition of the chief work by Herbart and IJcneke, 
iind that of the second edition fcy Fortlage (fenahchc UUcratnr Zcituri^. 
i845, Nos. 151^ ; J. E. Erdmann Hcrhart ttnd Schopenhauer, vinr 
Antithesc (Zcitschrijt fiir Philosophic, 1851) ; Wilh. Cw'inner, 
Schopenhauers Lchcn, 1878 (the second edition of Schopenhauer am 
personlichcrn Umgang dargcstcllt, 1862) ; Fr. Nietzsche, Schopenhauer 
ids BWzichcr {Unzcitgcmasse Bctrachttmgen, Stiick 1874) ; O. 
busch, A. Schopenhauer, 2d. ed., 1878 ; K. Peters, Schopenhauer als 
Philosoph und SchrijtJcller, 1880 ; R, Koeber, Die Philosophic A. 
Schopi nhiitters, 1888. [The English raider may be referred to Haldane 
anil Kenip’s translation of The World as Will and Idca^ 3 vols., 
I882-(S6 ; tlic translation of The Fourfold Root and the Will in Nature 
in Holm’s Philosophical Library, 1889 ; Saunder.’s translations from 
the Parerga and Paralipomcna, 18.89 seu.; Helen Ximmern’s Arthur 
Schopenhauer, his LJjc and his Philosophy, 1876 ; W. Wallace’s 
Schopenhauer, Great Writers Scries, 1890 (with a bibliography by 
Anderson, Including references to numerous magazine articles, etc.) ; 
Sully*s Pessimism, 2d. ed., 1882, chap, iv.; and Roycc's SpiAt of 
Modern Philosophy, chap, viii., 1892.—Ta.J 
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Kantian theor}', however, is capable of simplification, the 
various forms of cognition may ])e reduced to a single one. 
to the category of causality or jjrinciple of surilcicnt reason 
—which was preferred by Kant himself-—as the general 
expression of the regular connection of our representations. 
'J'his principle, in correspondence with the several 
classes of objects, or rather of re])re.sentations—viz., pure 
(merely formal) intuitions, empirical (complete) intuitions, 
acts of will, abstract concepts—has four forms: it is the 
[•rincipiitm rationis cssendi, rafionis ficntil, raHonis agoidi. 
nidonis cognoscendi. 1‘Iie ratio cssendi is the law which 
regulates tlie coexistence of the j>arts of space and the 
Succession of the divi.sions of time. The ratio ficjidi 
demands for every change of state another from which it 
regularly follows as from its cause, and a substance as its 
unchangeable substratum—matter. All changes t^ike place 
neces.sarily, all tliat is real is material; the law of causality 
is valid for phenomena alone, not beyond them, and holds 
only for the states of substances, not for substances them¬ 
selves. In inorganic nature causes work mechanically, in 
organic nature as stimuli (in which the reaction is not 
equal to the action), and in animated nature as motives. 
A motive is a conscious (hut not therefore a free) cause ; 
the law of motivation is the ratio agendi. This serial order. 
“ mechanical cause, stimulus, and motive,” denotes onh 
distinctions in the mode of action, not in the necessity of 
accion. Man s actions follow as inevitably from his charac¬ 
ter and the motives which influence him as a clock strikes 
the hours; the freedom of the will is a chimera. Finally, 
the ratio cognoscendi determines that a judgment must have 
a sufficient ground in order to be true. Judgment or the 
connection of concepts is the chief activity of tb.e reason, 
which, as the faculty of abstract thought and t!ie organ of 
science, constitutes the difference between man and the 
brute, while the .possession of the understanding with its 
intuition of objects is common to both. In opposition td 
the customary overestimation of this gift of mediate repre¬ 
sentations, of language, and of reflection, Schopenhauer 
gives prominence to the fact that the reason is not a creative 
faculty like the understanding, but only a receptive power,. 
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that it clarifies and transforms the content furnished by 
intuition without increasing it by new representations. 

Objective cognition is confined wthin the circle of our 
representations; all that is knowable is phenomenon. 
Space, time, and causality spread out like a triple veil 
between us and the l^er se of things, and j)revcnt a vision of 
the true nature of the world. There is one ]>oint, however, 
at which we know more than mere phenomena, where of 
these three disturbing media only one. time-form, sei)arates 
us from the thing in itself. This point is the consciousness 
of ourselves. 

On the one hand, I appear to myself as body. Afy body 
is a temporal, spatial, material object, an object like all 
others, and with them subject to the laws of objectivity. 
But besides this objective cognition. I have, further, an 
immediate consciousness of myself, through which I appre¬ 
hend my true being—I know myself as willing. My will 
is more than a mere representation, it is the original clement 
in me, the truly real which appears to me as body. Tlie 
will is related to the intellect as the primary to the secondary, 
as substance to accident; it is related to the body as 
the inner to the outer, as reality to phenomenon. The act 
of wdll is followed at once and inevitably by the move¬ 
ment of the body willed, nay, the two are one and the 
same, only given in diflferent ways: will is the body seen 
from within, body the wall seen from without, the wall 
become visible, objectified. After the analogy of ourselves, 
again, who appear to ourselves as material objects but in 
truth are will, all existence is to be judged. The universe 
is the mac-anthropos: the knowledge of our own essence, the 
key to the knowdedge of the essense of the world. Like 
our body, the whole world is the visibility of will. ’'Phe 
human will is the highest stage in the development of the 
same principle which manifests its activity in the various 
forces of nature, and which properly takes its name from 
the highest species. To penetrate further into the inner 
nature of things than this is impossible. What that which 
presents itself as will and which still remains after the 
negation of the latter (see below) is in itself, is for us 
absolutely unknowable. 
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The world is per se will. None of the predicates are to 
be attributed to the primal will which we ascribe to things 
in consequence of our subjective forms of thouiditr—neither 
determination by causes or ends, nor plurality: it stands 
outside the law of causality, as also outside space and time, 
which form the principiuni individuationis. The primal 
will is groundless, blind stress, unconscious impulse toward 
existence; it is one, the one and all, Pv Kal Ttav^ That 
which manifests itself as gravity, as magnetic force, as the 
impulse to growth, as the vts mcdicairix mUnro:, is only 
this one world-will, whose unity (not conscious character!) 
shows itself in the purposiveness of its embodiments. The 
essence of each thing, its hidden quality, at which empirical 
explanation finds its limit, is its will: the essence of the 
stone is its will to fall; that of the lungs is the will to 
breathe; teeth, throat, and bowels are hunger objectified. 
Those qualities in which the universal will gives 
itself material manifestation form a scries with grades of 
increasing perfection, a realm of unchangeable specific 
forms or eternal Ideas, which (with a real value difficult to 
determine) stand midway between the one jmimal will and 
the nnm])erle.ss individual beings. That tlie organic indi¬ 
vidual does not perfectly correspond to the ideal of its 
species, but only approximates this more or less closely, is 
grounded in the fact that the stadia in the objectification 
of the will, or the Ideas, contend, as it were, for matter; and 
whatever of force is used up in the victory of the higher 
Ideas over the lower is lost for the development of the 
examples of the former. The higher the level on w^hich a 
being stands the clearer the expression of its individuality. 
The most general forces of nature, wdiich constitute the raw 
mass, play the fundamental bass in the world-symphony, 
the higher stages of inorganic nature, with the vegetable 
and animal worlds, the harmonious middle parts, and man 
the guiding treble, the significant melody. With the human 
brain the world as idea is given at a stroke; in this organ 
the will has kindled a torch in order to throw light upon 
itself and to carry out its designs with careful deliberation; 
it has brought forth the intellect as its instrument, which, 
with the great majority of men, remains in a position of 
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subservience to the will. Brain and thought are the same: 
the former is nothing other than the will to know, as the 
stomach is will to digest. Those only talk of an immaterial 
soul who import into philosophy-where such ideas 
do not belong—concc])ts taught them wlien they were 
confirmed. 

Schopenhauer's philosophy is as rich in inconsistencies a< 
his personality was self-willed and unharmonioiis. “ He 
carries into his system all the contradictions and whims of 
his capricious nature," .says Zeller. From the most radical 
idealism ( the objective world a product of repre.sentatbm) 
he makes a sharp transition to the cra.ssest materialism 
( thought a function of the brain) : first matter is to be a 
mere idea, now thought is to be merely a material pheno¬ 
menon! The third and fourth books of The World as inif 
and Idea, which develo]> the .'esthetic and ethical standpoint 
of their author, stand in as shaq) a contradiction to the 
first (noetical) and the .second (metaphysical) books as 
these to each other. While at first it was maintained that 
all representation is subject to the principle of sufficient 
reason, we are now told that. l>e>ides causal cognitioti. 
there is a higher knowledge, one which is free from the 
control of this principle, viz., jesthetic anrl philosophical 
intuition. If, before, it was .said that the intellect is the 
creature and servant of the will, we now learn that in 
favored individuals it gains the power to throw the 
yoke of slavery, and not only to raise itself to the Idessed- 
ness of contemi>lation free from all desire, but even to 
enter on a victorious conflict with the tyrant, to slay the will. 
The source of this power—is not revealed. R. Haym {A. 
Schopenhauer, 1864, reprinted from the Preussische Jahr- 
bucher) was not far wrong in characterizing Schopenhauer’s 
philosophy as a clever novel, which entertains the reader by 
its rapid vicissitudes. 

The contemplation which is free from causality and will 
is the essence of aesthetic life; the partial and total sublation. 
the (|uieting and negation of the will, that of ethical 
life. It is but seldom, and CHily in the artistic and philo¬ 
sophical genius, that the intellect succeeds in freeing itself 
from the supremacy of the will, and, laying aside the 
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question of tne 7chy and 7vhcrcforc, the zclicrc and zi Jin:, 
in sinking itself completely in the pure zchat of things. 
While with the majority of mankind, as with animals, 
the intellect always remains a prisoner in the service of 
the will to live, of self-preservation, of personal interests, 
in gifted men, in artists and thinkers, it strips off all 
that is individual, and, in disinterested vision of llie Ideas, 
becomes pure, timeless subject, freed from the will. Art 
removes individuality from the subject as well as from the 
object: its comforting and cheering influence depends on 
the fact that it elevates those enjoying it to the standpoint 
—raised above all pain of desire—of a fixed, calm, cf)in- 
pletely objective contemplation of the unchangeable essence, 
of the eternal types of things. For aesthetic intuition the 
object is not a thing under relations of space, time, and cause. 
]>ut only an expression, an exemplification, a representative 
of the Idea. Poetry, which presents—most perfectly in 
tragedy—the Idea of humanity, stands higher than the plastic 
arts. The highest rank, however, belongs to music, since it 
does not, like the other arts, represent single Ideas, hut— 
as an unconscious metaphysic, nay, a second, ideal world 
above the material world—the will itself. In view of this 
high appreciation of their art, it is not surprising that 
musicians Iiave contributed a considerable contingent to 
the band of Schopenhauer worshipers A different source 
of attraction for the wider circle of readers was sui)plied by 
the piquant spice of pessimism. 

If the purposiveness of the phenomena of nature points to 
the unity of the primal will, the unspeakable misery of life, 
which Schopenhauer sets forth with no less of eloquence, 
proves the blindness and irrationality of the world-ground. 
To live is to suffer; the world contjiins incomparably more 
]>ain than pleasure; it is the worst possible world. In the 
world of sub-animal nature aimless striving: in the animal 
world an insatiable impulse after enjoyment—wdiile the 
will, deceiving itself with fancied happiness to come, which 
always remains denied it, and continually tossed to and fro 
between necessity and ennui, never attains complete satis¬ 
faction. The pleasure which it pursues is nothing but the 
removal of a dissatisfaction, and vanishes at once when the 
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longing is stilled, to be replaced by fresh wants, that is, by 
new pains. In view of the indescribable misery in the 
world, to favor optimism is evidence not so much of folly 
and blindness as of a wanton disposition. The old saying is 
true: Non-existence is better than existence. The misery, 
however, is the just punishment for the original sin of the 
individual, which gave itself its particular existence by 
an act of intelligible freedom. Redemption from the sin 
and misery of existence is possible only through a second 
act of transcendental freedom, which, since it consists in 
the complete transformation of our being, and since it is 
supernatural in its origin, the Church is right in describing 
as a new birth and work of grace. 

Morality presupposes pessimistic insight into the badness 
of the world and the fruitlessness of all desire, and 
pantheistic discernment of the untruth of individual exist¬ 
ence and the identity in essence of all individuals from a 
metaphysical standpoint. Man is able to free himself from 
egoistic self-affirmation only when he perceives the two 
truths, that all striving is vain and the longed-for pleasure 
unattainable, and that all individuals are at bottom one. viz., 
manifestations of the same primal will. This is temporarily 
effected in sympathy, which, as the only counterpoise to 
natural selfishness, is the true moral motive and the source 
of all love and justice. The sympathizer secs himself in 
others and feels their suffering as his own. The entire 
negation of the will, however, inspiring examples of which 
have been furnished by the Christian ascetics and Oriental 
penitents, stands higher than the vulgar virtue of sympathy 
with the sufferings of others. Here knowledge, turned 
away from the individual and vain to the whole and genuine, 
ceases to be a motive for the will and becomes a means 
of stilling it; the intellect is transformed from a motive 
into a quietive, and brings him who gives himself up 
to the All safety out from the storm of the passions into 
the j)eace of deliverance from existence. Absence of will, 
resignation, is holiness and blessedness in one. For him 
who has slain the will in himself the motley deceptive dream 
of phenomena has vanished, he lives in the ether of true 
reality, which for our knowledge is an empty nothingness 
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Nirvana ”), yet (as the ultimate, incomprehensible per se, 
which remains after the annulling of the will) only a relative 
nothin/gness—relative to the phenomenon. 

Schopenhauer disposes of the sense of responsibility and 
the reproofs of conscience, which are inconvenient facts 
for his determinism, by making them both refer, not to 
single deeds and the empirical character, but to the indi¬ 
visible act of the intelligible character. Conscience does 
not blame me because I have acted as I must act with my 
character and the motives given, but for being what in 
these actions I reveal myself to be. Operari sequitur esse. 
My action follows from my being, my being was my own 
free choice, and a new act of freedom is alone capable of 
transforming it. 

If SchojKmhauer is fond of referring to the agreement of 
liis views with the oldest and most perfect religions, the 
idea lies in the background that religion,—which springs 
from the same metaphysical needs as philosophy, and, for 
the great multitude, who lack .the leisure and the capacity 
for philosophical thought, takes the place of the former,— 
as the metaphysics of the people, clothes the same funda¬ 
mental truths which the philosopher offers in conceptual 
form and supports by rational grounds in the garb of myth 
:ind allegory, and places them under the protection of an 
external authority. When this character of religion is over¬ 
looked, and that which is intended to be symbolical is 
taken for literal truth (it is not the supeniaturalists alone 
who start with this unjust demand, but the rationalists also, 
with their minimizing interpretations), it becomes the 
worst enemy of true philosophy. In Christianity the 
doctrines of original sin and of redemption arc especially 
congenial to our philosopher, as well as mysticism and asceti¬ 
cism. He declares Mohammedanism the worst religion on 
account of its optimism and abstract theism, and Buddhism 
the best, because it is idealistic, pessimistic, and—atheistic. 

It was not until after the appearance of the second 
edition of his chief work that Schopenhauer experienced in 
increasing measure the satisfaction—which his impatient 
ambition had expected much earlier—of seeing his philo¬ 
sophy seriously considered, A zealous apostle arose for 

35 
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him in Julius Frauenstadt (died 1878; Letters on the Philo¬ 
sophy of Schopenhauer, 1854; New Letters on the Philo¬ 
sophy of Schopenhauer, 1876), who, originally an Hegelian, 
endeavored to remove pessimism from the master’s system. 
Like Eduard von Hartmann, who will be discussed below, 
Julius Bahnsen (died 1882; The Contradiction in the Knozv- 
ledge and Being of the World., the Principle and Particular 
Verification of Rcal-Dialeticy 1880-81; also, interesting 
characterological studies) seeks to combine elements from 
Schopenhauer and Hegel, while K. Peters {Will-world and 
World-imll, 1883) shows in another direction points of 
contact with the first named thinker. Of the younger 
members of the school wc may name P. Deiissen in Kiel 
{The Elements of Metaphysics, 2d cd., 1890), and Philipp 
Mainlander {Philosophy of Redemption, 2d ed., 1879). As 
we have mentioned above, Schopenhauer’s doctrines have 
exercised an attractive force in artistic circles also. 
Richard Wagner (18K3-83; Collected Writings, 9 vol>., 
1871-73, vol. X. 1883; 2d ed., 1887-88), whose earlier aesthe¬ 
tic writings {The Art-work of the Future, 1850; Opera and 
Drama, 1851) had showm the influence of Feuerbach, in 
his later works {Beethozfen, 1870; Religion and Art, in the 
third volume of the Bayreuther Blatter, 1880) became an 
adherent of Schopenhauer, after, in the Ring of the Nibcl- 
nng, he had given poetical expression to a view of the 
world nearly allied to Schopenhauer’s, though this was 
previous to his acquaintance with the works of the latter.* 
One of the most thoughtful disciples of the Frankfort 
philosopher and the Bayreuth dramatist is Friedrich 
Nietzsche (bom 1844). His Unseasonable Reflections, 
1873-76,t is a summons to return from the errors of modern 
culture, which, corrupted by the seekers for gain, by the 
state, by the polite writers and savants, especially by the 
professors of philosophy, has made men cowardly and 
false instead of simple and honorable, mere self-satisfied 

* Cf. on Wagner, Fr. v. Hausegger, Wagner und ScfiopenhaneVy 
1878. [English translation of Wagner's Prose Works Ellis, vol. i., 
1892.--TR.] 

t “ D. Strauss, the Confessor and the Author ” ; “ On the Advantage 
and Disadvantage of History for Life ” ; ” ^hopenhauer as an 
Educator “ R. Wagner in Bayreuth.” 
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■“ Philistines of culture.” In his writings since 1878* 
Nietzsche has exchanged the role of a German Rousseau 
for that of a follower of Voltaire, to arrive finally at the 
ideal of the man above men.f 

* Human, AlUoo-human, new cd., 1886; The Dawn, Thoughts on 
Human Prejudices, 1881; The Merry Science, 1882 ; So spa\e Zara~ 
ihustra, 188.i84 ; Beyond Good and Evil, 1886 ; On the Genealogy of 
Morals, 1887, 2d. ed., 1887 ; TAe Wagner Affair, 1888, 2d. cd., 1892; 
Gotzendlimmerung, or How to Philosophize with the Hammer, 1889. 

f Cf. H. Kaatz, Die Weltanschauung Fr. Nietzsches, I. Kultur und 
Moral, 1892. 



CHAPTER XV 

PHILOSOPHY OUT OF GERMANY. 

1. Italy. 

The Cartesian philosophy, which had been widely 
accepted in Italy, and had still been advocated, in the sense 
of Malebranche, by Sigismond Cerdil (1718-1802), was 
opposed as an iinhistorical view of the world by Giam¬ 
battista Vico,* the hold and profound creator of the philo¬ 
sophy of history (1668-1744; from 1697 professor of 
rhetoric in the University of Naples). Vico’s lead¬ 
ing ideas are as follows: Man makes himself the 
criterion of the universe, judges that which is unknown 
and remote by the known and present. The free will of 
the individual rests on the judgments, manners, and habits 
of the i3eople, which have arisen without reflection from a 
universal human instinct. Uniform ideas among nations 
unacquainted with one another are motived in a common 
truth. History is the development of human nature; in 
it neither chance nor fate rules, but the legislative power 
of providence, in virtue of which men through their own 
freedom progressively realize the idea of human nature. 
The universal course of civilization is that culture transfers 
its abode from the forests and huts into villages, cities, 
and, finally, into academies; the nature of the nations is at 
first rude, then stern, gradually it becomes mild, nay, effe¬ 
minate, and finally wanton; at first men feel only that 
which is necessary, later they regard the useful, the conve¬ 
nient, the agreeable and attractive, until the luxury sprung 
from the sense for the beautiful degenerates into a foolish 
misuse of things. Vico divides antiquity into three periods: 

• Vico : Principles of a New Science of the Common Nature of 
Nations, 1725 ; Works, in six volumes, edited by G. Ferrari, 1835-37, 
new ed., 1853 seq. On Vico cf. K. Werner, 1877 and 18!^. [Also 
Flint’s Vico, Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics, 1884 .—Tr.] 



VICO 


549 


rthe divine (theocracy), the heroic (aristocracy), and the 
luiman (democracy and monarchy). The same course of 
things repeats itself in the nations of later times: to the 
patriarchal dominion of the fanciful, myth-making (Orient 
correspond the spiritual states of the migrations; to the 
old Greek aristocracy, the chivalry and robbery of the 
period of the Crusades; to the republicanism and the mon¬ 
archy of later antiquity, the modern period, which gives 
even the citizens and peasants a share in the universal 
equality. If Europejin culture had not been transjjlanted 
to America, the same three-act drama of human develop¬ 
ment would there be playing. Vico carries this threefold 
division into his consideration of manners, laws, languages, 
. character, etc. 

If Vico anticipates the Hegelian view of history, Anto¬ 
nio Genovesi (1712-69), who also taught at the University 
. of Naples, and while the former was still living, shows him¬ 
self animated by a presentiment of the Kantian criticism. 
Appreciating Leibnitz and Locke, and appropriating the 
idea of the monads from the one and the unknowableness 
of substance from the other, he reaches the conviction— 
according to statements in his letters—that sense-bodies 
. are nothing but the aj>pearances of intelligible unities ; 
that each being for us is an activity, whose substratum and 
ground remains unknown to us; that self-consciousness and 
the knowledge of external impressions yield phenomena 
alone, through the elaboration of which we produce the 
intellectual w^orlds of the sciences. For the rest, Genovesi 
thus advises his friends: Study the world, devote your¬ 
selves to languages and to mathematics, think more about 
men than about the things above us, and leave metaphysi- 

* In the following account wc have made use of a translation of the 
concluding section of Francesco Fiorentino’s Hundbooii of the History 
of Philosophyy 1879—81, which was most kindly placed at our disposal 
hy Dr. J. Mainzer. Cf. La Filosofia Contemporanca in Italia, 187o, by 
the same author ; further, Bonatelli, Die Philosophic in Italicn seit, 
1815; Zeitschrift fur Philosophic und philosophise he Kritil{y voL liv. 
1869, p. 134 seq,\ and especially, K. Werner, Die Italienische Philo¬ 
sophic des XIX. fahrhundertSy 5 vols., 1884—86. [The English reader 
may be referred to the appendix on Italian philosophy in vol. ii. of 
the English translation of Ueberweg, by Vincenzo Botta ; and to 
.Barzellotti’s “Philosophy in Italy,” Mind, vol. iii. 1878.— Tr.] 
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cal vagaries to the monks! His countrymen honor in him ‘ 
the man who first included ethics and politics in philosO' 
phical instruction, and who used the Italian language both 
from the desk and in his writings, holding that a nation- 
whose scientific works are not composed in its own tongue 
is barbarian. 

The sensationalism ot Condillac, starting from Parma, 
gained influence over Melchiore Gioja (1767-1828; Statis- 
tical Logic, 1803; Ideology, 1822) and Giandomenico ’ 
Romagnosi (1761-1835; What is the Sound Mindf 1827), 
but not without experiencing essential modification from 
both. The importance of these men, moreover, lies more 
in the sphere of social philosophy than in the sphere of 
noetics. 

Of the three greatest Italian philosophers of this cen¬ 
tury, Galliippi, Rosmini, and Gioberti, the first named is 
more in sympathy with the Kantian position than he him¬ 
self will confess. Pasquale Galluppi* (1770-1846; fron)- 
1831 professor at Naples) adheres to the principle of 
experience, but does not conceive experience as that which 
is sensuously given, but as the elaboration of this through 
the synthetic relations (rapporti) of identity and difference, 
which proceed from the activity of the mind. Vincenzo de 
Grazia (Essay on the Reality oj Human Knozvledge, 1830- 
42), who holds all relations to l>e objective, and Ottavio 
Colecchi (died 1847; Philosophical Investigations, 1843), 
who holds them all subjective, oppose the view of Galluppi 
that some are objective and others subjective. According 
to De Grazia judgment is observation, not connection; it 
finds out the relations contained in the data of sensation; 
it discovers, but does not produce them. Colecchi reduces 
the Kantian categories to two, substance and cause. Testa, 
Borelli (1824), and, among the younger men, Cantoni, are 
Kantians; Labriola is an Herbartian. 

* Galluppi: Philosophical Essay on the Critique of Knowledge, 
1819 seq.; Lectures on Logic and Metaphysics, 1832 seq,; Philosophy 
of the Win, 1832 seq. ; On the System of Fichte, or Considerations 
on Transcendental Idealism and Absolute Rationalism, 1841. By the 
Letters on the History of Philosophy from Descartes to Kant, 1827, 
in the later editions to Cousin, he became the founder of this 
discipline in his native land. 
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Antonio Rosmini-vScrbati* (born 1797 at Rovereto, died 
1855 at Stresa) regards knowledge as the common product 
of sensibility and understanding, the former furnishing the 
matter, the latter the fonn. The form is one: the Idea 
of being which precedes all judgment, which does not come 
from myself, which is innate, and apprehensible by imme¬ 
diate inner perception (essere ideale, ente universale). The 
pure concepts (su])stance, cause, unity, necessity) arise 
when the reflecting reason analyzes this general Idea of 
being; the mixed Ideas (space, time, motion; body, 
spirit), when the understanding applies it to sensuous 
experience. The universal Idea of being and the particu¬ 
lar existences are in their being identical, but in their mode 
of existence different. In his posthumous Theosophy, 1859 
seq, Rosmini no longer makes the universal being receive 
its determinations from without, but produce them from its 
own inner nature by means of an a priori development. 
Vincenzo Gioberti* (horn 1801 in Turin, died 1852 at 
Paris) has been compared as a patriot with Fichte, and in 
his cast of thought with Spinoza. In place of Rosmini's 
“psychologism,” which w^as advanced by Descartes and 
which leads to skepticism, he seeks to substitute “ontolo- 
gism,** which is alone held ca])able of reconciling science 
and the Catholic religion. By immediate intuition (the 
content of which Gioberti comprehends in the formula 
“Being creates the existences”) we cognize the absolute 
as the creative ground of two series, the series of thought 
and the series of reality. The endeavors of Rosmini and 
Gioberti to bring the reason into harmony with the faith 
of the Church w^ere fiercely attacked by Giussepe Ferrari 
(1811-76) and Ausonio Franchi (1853), while Fran¬ 
cesco Bonalclli (Thought and Cognition, 1864) and 
Terenzio Mamiani (1800-85; Confessions of a Metaphysi¬ 
cian, 1865), follow a line of thought akin to the Platonizing 


• Rosmini: New Essay on the Origin of Ideas, 1830 (English 
translation, 1883—84) ; Principles of Moral Science, 1831 ; Philosophy 
of Right, 1841. Gioberti : Introduction to the Study of Philosophy, 

1840 ; Philosophical Errors of A, Rosmini, 1842 ; On the Beautiful, 

1841 ; On the Good, 1842 ; Erotology, edited by Massari, 1857. On 
both cf. R. Scydcl, Zeitschrift fur Philosophic, 1859. 
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views of the first named thinkers. The review FHosofiii 
dclle Scuolc Italianc, called into life by Mamiani in 1870, 
has been continued since 1886 under the direction of L. 
Ferri as the Rivista Italiana di Pilosofia. 

The Thomistic doctrine lias many adherents in Italy, 
among whom the Jesuit M. Liberatore (1865) may be men¬ 
tioned. The Hegelian philosophy has also found favor 
there (especially in Naples), as well as positivism. The 
former is favored by \''era, Mariano, Ragnisco, and Spa- 
venta (died 1885) ; the Rivista di filoscfia Scicntifica, 
1881 seq., founded by Morselli. supports the latter, and K. 
Caporali’s La Niiova Sciensa, 1884, moves in a similar 
direction. Pietro Sicilian! {On the R(ndval oj the Posit he 
Philosophy in Italy, 1871) makes the third, the critical, 
period of philosophy by which scholasticism is overthrown 
and the reason made authoritative, commence with V'ico, 
and bases his doctrine on Vico’s formula: The conversion 
(transposition) of the verum and the jactujii, and vice 
versa. Subsequently he inclined to positivism, which he 
had previously opposed, and among the representatives of 
which we may mention, further, R. Ardigo of Pavia {Psy¬ 
chology as Positive Science, 1870; The Ethics of Positi¬ 
vism, 1885; Philosophical Works, 1883 seq,), and Andrea 
Angiulli of Naples (died 1890; Philosophy and the Schools, 
1889), who explain matter and spirit as two phenomena of 
the same essence; further, Giuseppe Sergi, Giovanni Cesca, 
and the psychiatrist, C. Lombroso, the head of the positi¬ 
vistic school of penal law. 

2. France. 

Among the French philosophers of this century* none 
can compare in far-reaching influence, both at home and 
abroad, with Auguste Comte,f the creator of positivism 

•Accounts of French philosophy in the nineteenth century have 
been given by Taine (1857, 3d ed., 1867); Janet (Ltf Philosophie 
Francaise Contemporaine, 2d cd., 1879); A. Franck; Ferraz (3 vols., 
1880—89); Felix Ravaisson (2d ed., 1884); the Swede, J. Horeiius 
{Glances at the Present Position of Philosophy in Germany and 
France, German translation by Jonas, 1887); [and Ribot, Mind, vcl. ii., 
1877]. 

t On Comte cf. B. Ptinjer, ]ahrhiieher fur protestantisehe Theologie, 
1878 ; R. Eucken, Zur Wurdigung Comtes und des Positivismus, in 
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(born at Montpellier in 1798, died at Paris in 1857), whose 
chief work, the Course of Positwc Philosophy, 6 vols., ap- 
^>eared in 1830-42. [ English version, ‘'freely translated 

and condensed,” by Harriet Martineau, 1853.] 

l^he ]X)sitive philosophy seeks to put an end to the 
hoary error that anything more is open to our knowledge 
than given facts—phenomena and their relations. We do 
not know the essence of phenomena, and just as little 
their first causes and ultimate ends; we know—by means 
of observation, experiment, and comparison—only the con¬ 
stant relations between phenomena, the relations of sue- 
ces.sion and of similarity among facts, the uniformities of 
which we call their laws. All knowledge is, therefore, rela¬ 
tive; there is no absolute knowledge, for the inmost 
essence of facts, and likewise their origin, the way in which 
they are produced, is for us impenetrable. W'e know only, 
and this by experience, that the pheTioinenon is invari¬ 
ably connected with the phenomenon B, that the second 
alw'ays follows on the* first, and call the constant antecedent 
of a phenomenon its cause. We know such causes only as 
are themselves phenomena. The fact that our knowledge 
is limited to the succession and coexistence of phenomena 
is not to be lamented as a defect: the onl> knowledge which 
is attainable by us is at the .same time the only useful 
knowledge, that which lends us practical power over phe¬ 
nomena. \Vhen we inquire into causes we desire to hasten 
or hinder the effect, or to change it as we wish, or at least 
to anticipate it in order to make our preparations accord¬ 
ingly. Such foresight and control of events can be attained 
only through a knowledge of their laws, their order of suc¬ 
cession, their phenomenal causes. Savoir pour prevoir. 
But, although the prevision of facts is the only knovvledge 
which we need, men have always sought after another, an 
*^absolute” knowledge, or have even believed that they 
were in iX)ssession of it; the forerunners of the iK)sitive 
philosophy themselves, Bacon and Descartes, liave been 

ihc Aufsdtze sum Zellerjubildum, 1887; Maxim. Briitt, Der Positi 
vismus, Programme of the Realgymnasium des Johanneums, Ham¬ 
burg, 1889 ; [also, besides Mill, p. 560, John Morley, Encyclopedia 
Britannica, vol. vi. pp. 229-238, and E. Caird, The Social Philosophy 
and Religion of Comte, 1885.—Tr.]. 
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entangled in this prejudice. A long intellectual develop¬ 
ment was required to reach the truth, that our knowledge 
does not extend beyond the cognition of the succession 
and coexistence of facts; that tlie same procedure must 
be extended to abstract speculation which the common 
mind itself makes use of in its single actions. On the 
other hand, the positive philosophy, notwdthstandinig its 
rejection of metaphysics, is far from giving its sanction to 
empiricism. Every isolated, empirical observation is use¬ 
less and uncertain; it obtains value and usefulness only 
when it is defined and explained by a theory, and conibine<l 
with other obseiwations into a law*—this makes the dif¬ 
ference between the observations of the scholar and the 
layman. 

The positive stage of a science, which begins w*hen we 
learn to explain phenomena by their law*s, is preceded by 
two others; a theological stage, w’hich ascribes phenomena 
to supposed personal powers, and a metaphysical stage, 
which ascribes them to abstract natural forces. These 
three periods denote the childhood, the youth, and the 
manhood of science. 

The earliest view of the world is the theological view, 
which derives the events of the w*orld from the voluntary 
acts of supernatural intelligent beings. The crude view of 
nature sees in cacli individual thing a being animated like 
man; later man accustoms himself to think of a whole class 
of objects as governed by one invisible being, by a divinity; 
finally the multitude of divinities gives place to a single 
God, who creates, maintains, and rules the universe, and 
by extraordinary acts, by miracles, interferes in the course 
of events. Thus fetichism (in its highest form, astrolatry), 
polytheism, and monotheism are the stages in the develop¬ 
ment of the theological mode of thought. In the second, 
the metaphysical, period, the acts of divine volition are 
replaced by entities, by abstract concepts, which are re¬ 
garded as realities, as the true reality back of phenomena. 
A force, a power, an occult property or essence is made to 
dwell in things; the mysterious being which directs events 
is no longer called God, but “Nature,” and invested with 
certain inclinations, with a horror of a vacuum, an aversion 
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to breaks, a tendency toward the best, a vis medicatrix, etc. 
Here belong, also, the vegetative soul of Aristotle, the vital 
force and the plastic impulse of modern investigators. 
Finally the positive stage is reached, when all such abstrac¬ 
tions, which are even yet conceived as half personal and 
acting voluntarily, are abandoned, and the unalterable and 
universally valid laws of phenomena established by obser¬ 
vation and experiment alone. But to explain tlu^ laws of 
nature themselves transcends, according to Comte, the fixed 
limits of human kiiowled^iie. The ])eginning of the world 
lies outside the region of the knowable, atheism is no better 
grounded than the theistic hypothesis, and if Comte asserts 
that a blindly acting mechanism is less probable than a 
world-plan, he is conscious that he is expressing a mere con¬ 
jecture which can never be raised to the rank of a scientific 
theory. The origin and the end of things are insoluble 
problems, in answering which no progress has yet been 
made in sjiite of man’s long thought about them. Only 
that which lies intermediate between the two inscrutable 
termini of the world is an object of knowledge. 

It is not only the human mind in general that exhibits 
this advance from the theological, through the metaphysi¬ 
cal, to the positive mode of thought, but each separate 
science goes through the same three periods—only that the 
various disciplines have develo])e(l with iine(|ual rapidity. 
While some have already culminated in the positive method 
of treatment, others yet remain caught in the theological 
period of beginnings, and others still are in the metaphysi¬ 
cal transition stage. Up to the present all three phases 
of development exist side by side, and even among the 
objects of the most highly developed sciences there are 
some which we continue to regard theologically; these aie 
the ones which we do not yet understand how to calculate, 
as the changes of the weather or the spread of epidemics. 
Which science first attained the positive state, and in what 
order have the others followed? With this criterion Comte 
constructs his classification of the sciciiccs, in which, however, 
he takes account only of thevse sciences which he 
calls abstract, that is, those which treat of “events” in dis¬ 
tinction from “objects.” The abstract sciences (as biology) 
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investigate the most general laws of nature, valid for all 
phenomena, from which the particular phenomena which 
experience presents to us cannot be deduced, but on the 
basis of which an entirely different world were also possi¬ 
ble. The concrete sciences, on the other hand {c.f/,, botany 
and zoology), have to do with the actually given combina¬ 
tions of phenomena. The former follow out each separate 
one of the general laws through all its possible modes of 
operation, the latter consider only the comsbination of laws 
given in an object. Thus oaks and squirrels are the result 
of very many laws, inasmuch as organisms are dependent 
not only on biological, but also on physical, chemical, and 
mathematical laws. 

Comte enumerates six of these abstract sciences, and 
arranges them in such a way that each depends on the 
truths of the preceding, and adds to these its own special 
truths, while the first (the most general and simplest) pre¬ 
supposes no earlier laws whatever, but is presupposed by 
all the later ones. According to this principle of increas¬ 
ing particularity and complexity the following scale results: 
(1) Mathematics, in which the science of number, as being 
absolutely without presuppositions, precedes geometry and 
mechanics; (2) Astronomy; (3) Physics (with five subor¬ 
dinate divisions, in which the first ])lace belongs to the 
theory of weight, and the last to electrology, while the 
theory of heat, acoustics, and optics are intermediate) ; (4) 
Chemistry; (5) Biology or physiology; (6) Sociology or 
the science of society. This sequence, which is determined 
by the increasing complexity and increasing dependence of 
the objects of the sciences, is the order in which they have 
historically developed —heiort the special laws of the more 
complicated sciences can be ascertained, the general laws 
of the more simple ones must be accurately known. It is 
also advisable to follow this same order of increasing com¬ 
plexity and difficulty in the study of the sciences, for ac¬ 
quaintance with the methods of tho.se which are elementary 
is the best preparation for the pursuit of the higher ones. 
In arithmetic and geometry we study positivity at its 
source; in the sociological spirit it finds its completion. 

Mathematics entered on its positive stage at quite an 
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early period, chemistry and biology only in recent times, 
while, in the highest and most complicated science, the 
metaphysical (negative, liberal, democratic, revolutionary) 
mode of tfiought is still battling with the feudalism of the 
theological mode. To make sociology positive is the 
mission of the second half of Comte’s work, and to this goal 
his philosophical activity had been directed from the begin¬ 
ning. Comte rates the efforts of political economy very 
low, with the exception of the work of Adam Smith, and 
will not let them pass as a preparation for scientific socio- 
logy, holding that they are based on false abstractions. 
Psychology, which is absent from the above enumeration, is 
to form a branch of biology, and exclusively to use the ob¬ 
jective method, especially phrenology (to the three faculties 
of the soul, “heart, character, and intellect,” correspond 
three’ regions of the brain). Self-observ^ation, so Comte, 
making an impossibility out of a difficulty, teaches, can at 
most inform us concerning our feelings and ])assions, and 
not at all concerning our own thinking, since reflection 
brings to a stop the process to which it attends, and thus 
destroys its object. The sole source of knowledge is external 
sense-perception. In his Positive Polity Comte subsequently 
adfled a seventh fundamental .science, ethics or anthropology. 

Sociology,the elevation of which to the rank of a posi¬ 
tive science is the principal aim of our philosopher, uses 
the sanit* method as the natural sciences, namely, the intcr- 
roigation and interpretation of exf)erience l)y means of in- 
ductidn and deduction, only that here the usual relation of 
these two instruments of knowledge is reversed. Between 
inorganic and organic philosophy, both of which proceed 
from the known to the unknown there is this difference, 
that in the former the advance is from the elements, as 
that which alone is directly accessible, to the whole which is 
composed of them, while in the latter the opposite is the 
case, since here the whole is better known than the indivi¬ 
dual parts of which it consists. Hence, in inorganic science 
the laws of the composite phenomena are obtained by deduc- 

• Cf. Krohn : Beitrdge zur Kenntniss and Wurdigung der Sozio- 
logicf Jahrbucher fur Nationddi^onomic und StatisU\y New Series, 
vols. i. and iii., 18M and 1891. 
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tion (from the laws of the simple facts inductively dis¬ 
covered) and confirmed by observation; in sociology, on 
the other hand, the laws are found through (historical) 
experieJice, and deductively verified (from the nature of 
man as established by biology) only in the sequel Since 
the phenomena of society arc determined not merely by the 
general laws of human nature, but, above all. by the grow- 
ir>g influence of the past, historical studies must form the 
basis of sociological inquiry. 

Of the two parts of sociology, the Statics, which investi¬ 
gates the equilibrium (the conditions of the existence, the 
permanence, and the coexistence of social states), and 
Dynamics, which investigates the movement (the laws of 
the progress) of social phenomena, the first was in essence 
established by Aristotle. I'he fundamental concept of the 
Statics is the consensus, the harmony, solidarity, or mutual 
dependence of the members of the social organism. All its 
parts, science, art, religion, politics, industry, must be con¬ 
sidered together; they stand in such intimate harmony and 
correlation that, for every important change of condition 
in one of these parts, we may be certain of finding corres- 
ix)nding changes in all the others, as its causes and effects. 
Besides the selfish propensities, there dwell in man an 
equally original, but intrinsically weaker, impulse toward 
association, which instinctively leads him to seek the society 
of his fellows without reflection on the advantages to be 
expected therefrom, and a moderate degree of benevolence. 
As altruism conflicts with egoi.sm. so the reason, together 
with the impulse to get ahead, which can only be satisfied 
through labor, is in continual conflict w ith the inborn dis¬ 
inclination to regulated activity (especially to mental 
effort). The character of society depends on the strength 
of the nobler incentives, that is, the social inclinations and 
intellectual vivacity in opposition to the egoistic impulses 
and natural inertness. The former nourish the progressive, 
the latter the conservative spirit. Women are as much 
superior to men in the stronger development of their sym¬ 
pathy and sociability as they are inferior in insight and 
reason. Society is a group of families, not of individuals, 
and domestic life is the foundation, preparation, and pattern 
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{or social life. Comte praises the family, the connecting 
link between tl)e individual and the species, as a school of 
unselfishness, and approves the strictness of the Catholic 
Church in regard to the indissolubility of the marriage 
relation. He remarks the evil consequences of the con¬ 
stantly increasing division of labor, which makes man egois¬ 
tic and narrow-minded, since it hides rather than reveals 
the social significance of the employment of the individual 
and its connection with the welfare of the community, and 
seeks for a means of checking them. Besides the universal 
education of youth, he demands the establishment of a 
spiritual power to bring the general interest continually tc^ 
the minds of the members of all classes and avocations, 
4irect education, and to enjoy the same authority in moral 
and intellectual matters as is conceded to the astronomer 
in the affairs of his department. The function of this 
]:)Ower would be to occupy the position heretofore held 
by the clergy. Comte conceives it as composed of positi\’e 
philosophers, entirely independent of the secular authori¬ 
ties, but in return cut off from political influence and from 
wealth. Secular authority, on the other hand, he wishes 
put into the hands of an aristocracy of capitalists, with the 
bankers at the head of these governing leaders of indnstr\\ 
The Dynamics, tlie science of the temporal succession of 
social phenomena, makes use of the ])rinciple of de\'ek>])- 
inent. The progress of society, which is to be regarded 
as a great individual, consists in the growing predomi¬ 
nance of the higher, human activities over the lower and 
animal. The humanity in us, it is tnie, will never attain 
complete ascendency over the animality, but we can ap¬ 
proach nearer and nearer to the ideal, and it is our duty to 
aid in this much of civilization. Although the law of pro¬ 
gress holds good for all sides of mental life, for art, politics, 
and morals, as well as for science, nevertheless the most im¬ 
portant factor in the evolution of the human race is the 
development of the intellect as the guiding power in us 
• (though not in itself the strongest). Awakened first by 
the lower wants, the intellect assumes in increasing measure 
the guidance of human operations, and gives a determinate 
direction to the feelings. The passions divide men, and, 
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without the guidance of the speculative faculty, would* 
mutually cripple one another; that which alone unites them 
into a collection force is a common belief, an idea. Ideas 
are related to feeling—to quote a comparison from John 
Stuart Mill’s valuable treatise Auguste Comte and Positi¬ 
vism, 3d ed., 1882, a work of which we have made consider- 
a))le use—as the steersman who directs the ship is to the 
steam which drives it forward. Thus the history of huma¬ 
nity has been determined by the history of man’s intellectual 
convictions, and this in turn by the three familiar stages 
in the theory of the universe. With the development from 
the theological to the positive mode of thought is most 
intimately connected, further, the transition from the mili¬ 
tary to the industrial mode of life. As the religious spirit 
prepares the way for the scientific spirit, so without the 
dominion of the military spirit industry could not have 
been developed. It was only in the school of war tliat the 
earliest societies could learn order; slavery was beneficial 
in that through it labor was imposed upon the greater 
part of mankind in spite of their aversion to it. The 
political prq)onderance of the legists corresponds to the 
intermediate, metaphysical stage. The sociological law 
(discovered by Comte in the year 1822) harmonizes also 
with the customary division which separates the ancient 
from the modern world by the Middle Ages. 

In his philosophy of history Comte gives the further 
application of these principles. Here he has won commen¬ 
dation even from his opponents for a sense of justice which 
merits respect and for his comprehensive view. The out¬ 
looks and proposals for the future here interspersed were 
in later writings* worked out into a comprehensive theory 
of the regeneration of society; the extravagant character 
of which has given occasion to his critics to make a com¬ 
plete division between the second, ‘'subjective or senti¬ 
mental,” period of his thinking, in which the philosopher 
is .said to be transformed into the high priest of a new 

• Positivist Catechism, 1852 [English translation by Congreve, 1858, 

2d ed., 188.3] ; System of Positive Polity, 4 vols., 1851-54 [English 
translation, 1875-77]. Cf. Piinjer, A, Comtes "Religion der 
Menschheit” in the Jahrbucher fur protestantLche Theologic, 18S2j. 
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religion, and the first, the positivistic period, although the 
major part of the qualities pointed out as characteristic 
of the former are only intensifications of some which may 
he shown to have ‘been present in the latter. Beneath 
the surface of the most sober inquiry mystical and dicta¬ 
torial tendencies pulsate in Comte from the beginning, 
and science was for him simply a means to human happi¬ 
ness. But now he no longer demands the independent 
pursuit of science in order to the attainment of this 
end, but only the believing acceptance of its results. The 
intellect is to be placed under the dominion of the heart, 
and only such use made of it as promises a direct advan¬ 
tage for humanity; the determination of what problems are 
most important at a given time belongs to the priesthood. 
The systematic unity or harmony of the mind demands 
this dominion of the feelings over thought. The religion of 
positivism, which has “love for its principle, order for its 
])asis, and progress for its end,” is a religion without God, 
and without any other immortality than a continuance of 
existence in the grateful memory of posterity. The dog¬ 
mas of the positivist religion are scientific principles. Its 
public cultus, with nine sacraments and a large number 
of annual festivals, is ])aid to the Grand Eire “Humanity” 
(which is not omnipotent, but, on account of its compo¬ 
site character, most clei)endent, yet infinitely superior to 
any of its parts) ; and, besides this, space, the earth, the 
universe, and great men of the past are objects of rever¬ 
ence. Private devotion consists in the adoration of living 
or dead women as our guardian angels The ethics of the 
future declares the good of others to be the sole moral 
motive to action (altruism), Comte’s last work, the Philo¬ 
sophy of Mathematics, 1856, indulges in a most remarkable 
numerical mysticism. The historical influence exercised 
by Comte through his later writings is extremely small in 
comparison with that of his chief work. Besides Blignieres 
and Ro-binet, E. Littre, the well-known author of the 
Dictionnaire dje la Langue Francaise (186v^ seq.), who was 
the most eminent of Comte’s disciples and the editor of his 
Collected Works (1867 seq,)^ has written on the life and 
work of the master. Comte’s school divided into two 
36 



562 ’ 


FRANCE 


groups—the apostates, with Littre (1801-81) at their head, 
who reject the subjective phase and hold fast to the earlier 
doctrine, and the faithful, who until 1877, when a new divi¬ 
sion between strict and liberal Comteans took place within 
this group, gathered about P. Laffitte (born 1823).* Tlie 
leader of the English positivists is Frederic Harrison (born 
1831). Positivistic societies exist also in Sweden, Bra/il, 
Chili, and elsewhere. Positivism has been developed in an 
independent spirit by J. S. Mill and Herbert Spencer.. 

The following brief remarks on the course of French 
philosophy may also be added. Against the sensationalism 
of Condillac as continued by Cabanis. Destiitt de Tracy 
(see above, pp. 259-260), and various physiologists, a two¬ 
fold reaction asserted itself. One manifestation of this 
proceeded from the theological school, represented by the 
‘^traditionalists’’ Victor de Bonald (1818), Joseph de 
Maistre (1753-1821; St. Petersburg Soirees, 1821), and F. 
de Lamennais (1782-1854), who, however, after his break 
with the Church {Words oj a Believer, 1834) develoj>ed 
in his Sketch of a Philosophy, 1841 seq„ an ontological 
system after Italian and German models. The other came 
from the spiritualistic school, at whose head stood Maine 
de Biranf (1766-1824; On the Foundations of Psychology; 
his Works have been edited by Cousin, 1841, Naville, 1859, 
and Bertrand) and Royer Collard (1763-1845). Their 
pupil Victor Cousin (1792-1867; IVorks, 1846-50), who 
admired Hegel also, became the head of the eclectic school. 
Cousin will neither deny metaphysics with the Scotch, 
nor construe metaphysics a priori with the Germans, hut 
with Descartes bases it on phychology. For a time an 
idealist of the Hegelian type (infinite and finite, God and 
the world, are mutually inseparable; the Ideas reveal 
themselves in history, in the nations, in great men), he 
gradually sank back to the po.sition of common sense. His 
adherents, among whom Theodore JoufFroy ( died 1842) 
was the most eminent, have done special service in the 
history of philosophy. From Cousin’s school, which was 

•On this division cf. E. Caro, M, Littre et le Positivisme, 1883, 
and Herm. Gruber (S. J.), Der Positivismus vom Tode Comtes his 
uuf unsere Tage, 1891. 

t Cf. E. Kdnig in the Philosophische Monatshefte, vol, xxv. 1889, 
p. 160 seg. 
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opposed by P. Leroux and J. Reynaud, have come Ravais- 
son, Saisset, Jules Simon, P. Janet (born 1823),* and E. 
Caro (born 1826; The Philosophy of Goethe, 18^). Kant 
has influenced Charles Renouvier (born 1817: Essays in 
General Criticism, 4 vols., 1854-64) and E. Vaclierot 
(born 1809; Metaphysics and Science, 1858, 2d ed., 1863; 
Science and Consciousness, 1872). 

Among other thinkers of rq^utatiori we may mention the 
socialist Henri de Saint-Simon (1760-1825; Selected Works 
1859), the physiologist Claude Bernard (1813-78), the 
jx^sitivist H. Taine (1828-93; The Philosophy of Art, Eng¬ 
lish translation by Durand, 2d ed., 1873; On Intelligence, 
1872, English translation by Haye, 1871), E. Renan (1823- 
92; The Life of Jesus, 1863, English translation by Wil- 
Ijour, Philosophical Dialogues and Pragy.ients —English, 
1883), the writer on aesthetics and ethics J. M. Guyaii 
(77i<? Problems of Contemporary Aesthetics, 1884; Sketch 
.of on Ethic without Obligation or Sanction, 1885; The Irre- 
ligion of the Puture, 1887), Alfred Fouillee (The Future 
of Metaphysics founded on Expedience, 1889; Morals, Art, 
and Religion according to Cuyau, 1889; The Evolutionism 
of the Idea-Forces, 1890), and the psychologist Th. Ribot,t 
reditor of the Revue Philosophigue (from 1876). 

3. Great Britain and America. 

Prominent among the British philosophers of the nine¬ 
teenth centuryt are Hamilton, Bentham, j. S. Mill, and 
Spencer. Hamilton is the leading representative of the 

* Janet: History of Political Science in its Relations to Morals^ 
j 358, 3d cd., 1887 ; German Mateiralism of the Present Day, 1864, 
English translation by Masson, 1866: The Family, 1855 ; The Philo¬ 
sophy of Happiness, 1862 ; TAe Brain and Thought, 1867 ; Elements 
.of Morals, 1869 (English translation by Corson, 1884] ; The Theory 
of Morals, 1874 [English translation by Mary Chapman, 1883] : Final 
Causes, 1876 [English translation by Affleck, with a preface by Flint, 
new ed., 1883]. 

t Ribot: Heredity, 2d cd., 1882 [English translation, 1875] ; The 
Diseases of Memory, 1881 [English translation, 1882] ; The Diseases 
of the Will, 1883 [English, 1884] ; The Diseases of Personality, 1885 
•[English 1887] ; The Psychology of Attention, 1889 [English,'1890] ; 
German Psychology of To-day, 2d cd., 1885 [English translation bv 
Baldwin, 18861. 

tCf. Harald Hdffding, Einleiumg in die englische Philosophie 
^^nnserer Zeit (Danish, 18/4), German (with alterations and additions 
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Scottish School; Bentham is known as the advocate of 
utilitarianism; Mill, an exponent of the traditional empiri¬ 
cism of English thinking, develops the theory of induction 
and the principle of utility; Spencer combines an agnostic 
doctrine of the absolute and thoroughgoing evolution in 
the phenomenal world into a comprehensive philosophical 
system.* In recent years there has been a reaction against 
empirical doctrines on the basis of nco-Kantian and neo- 
Hegelian principles. Foremost among the leaders of this 
movement we may mention T. H. Green. 

The Scottish ])hilosophy has been continued in the nine¬ 
teenth century' by James Mackintosh (Dissertation on tin 
Progress of Ethical Philosophy, 1830. 3d ed., 1863), and 
William Whewell (History of the Inductizr Sciences, 3d 
ed., 1857; Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences, 1840, 3d 
ed., 1858-60). Its most important representative is Sir 
William HamiUonf of Edinburgh (1788-1856), who, like 
Whewell, is influenced by Kant. Hamilton bases philoso¬ 
phy on the facts of consciousness, but, in antithesis to the 
associational phychology, emphasizes the mental activity of 
discrimination and judgment. Our knowledge is relative, 
and relations its only object. Consciousness can never 
transcend itself, it is bound U) the antithesis of subject and 
object, and conceives the existent under relations of .space 
and time. Hence the unconditioned is inacces.sible to 
knowledge and attainable by faith alone. Among Hamil¬ 
ton’s followers belong Mansel (Metaphysics, 3d. ed., 1875; 
Limits of Religious Thought, 5th ed., 1870) and Veitch. The 
Scottish doctrine was vigorously opposed by J. F. Ferrier 

by the autlior) by H. Kurella, 1889 ; David Masson, Recent British 
Thilosophy, 1865, 3d cd., 1877 ; Ri6ot, La Psychologic AngUdsc 
Contemporaine, 1870, 2d cd., 1875 [English, 1874] Giiyau, Ui Morale 
Anglaisc Coniemporaine, 1879 [Morris, British Thought and 

Thninkers, 1880 ; Porter, “On English and American Philosophy,” 
Ueberweg’s History, English translation, vol. ii. pp. 348-460; O. 
Pfleidcrer, Development of Theology, 1890, ‘b(x>k iv.— ^Tr.]. 

* Cf. on Mill and Spencer, Bcrnh. Piinjer, Jahrhnehcr fiir protes- 
tantischc Theologie, 1878. 

t Hamilton : Discussions on Philosophy and Literature, 1852, 3d 
cd., 1866 ; Lectures on Metaphysics, 2,d cd., 1860, and on Ijogic, 2d 
cd., 1866, edited by his pupils, Mansel and Vcitch; Reid*s WorJ(s,' 
■with notes and dissertations, 1846, 7th ed., 1872. On Hamilton cf. 
Vcitch, 1882, 1883 [Monck, 1881]. 
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-(1808-64; Institutes of Metaphysics, 2cl eel., 1856), who 
himself developed an idealistic standpoint. 

In the United States the Scottish philosojdiy has exer- 
. fised a wide influence. In recent times it has ])een strenu¬ 
ously advocated, chiefly in the spirit of Reid, by James 
McCosh (a native of Scotland, but since 1868 in America: 
The Intuitions of the Mind, 3d ed., 1872; The Imzvs of 
Discursive Thought, new ed., 18V1 ; First and Fundamen¬ 
tal Truths, 1889); while in Noah Porter (died 1892; The 
Human Intellect, new ed., 1876; The FJements of Moral 
.Science, 1885) it ai>j)ears modified hy elements from Cfer- 
man thinking. 

Jeremy Bentham* (1748-1832) is noteworthy for liis 
attempt to revive Epicureanism in modern form. V'irtue 
is the surest means to pleasure, and pleasure the only self- 
evident good. Every man strives after happiness, but not 
every one in the right way. The honest man calculates 
correctly, the criminal falsely; hence a careful calculation 
of the value of the various pleasures, and a prudent use of 
the means to happiness, is the first condition of virtue; in 
this the easily attainable minor joys, whose summation 
amounts to a considerable cjuantiini, must not be neglected. 
The value of a ]>leasurc is measured by its intensity, dura¬ 
tion, certainty, propinquity, fecundity in the production of 
further pleasure, purity or freedom from admixture of 
consequent pain, and extent to the greatest possible number 
of persons. Every virtuous action results in a balance of 
pleasure. Inflict no evil on thyself or others from wdiich a 
l)alance of good will not result. ‘4Tie end of morality is 
the “greatest happiness of the greatest number,” in the 
production of which each has first to care for his own wel¬ 
fare: whoever injures himself more than he serves others 
acts immorally, for he diminishes the sum of happiness in 
the w'orld; the interest of the individual coincides with the 

* Bentham: Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Lcgisla^ 
tion, 1789; new cd., 1823, reprinted 1876; Deontology^ 1834, edited 
by l^wring, who also edited the Worlds^ 1838-43. The Principles of 
Civil and Criminal Legislation^ edited in French from Bentham’s 
manuscripts by his pupil Etienne Dumont (1801, 2d ed., 1820 ; 
English by Hildreth, 5th ed., 1887), was translated into German widi 
notes by F. E. Beneke, 1830. 
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interest of society. The two classes of virtues are prudence 
and benevolence. The latter is a natural, though not a 
disinterested affection: happiness enjoyed with others is 
greater than hai>i:)iness enjoyed alone. Love is a pleasure¬ 
giving extension of the individual; we serve others to be 
served by them. 

Associationalism has been reasserted by James Mill 
(1773-1836; Analysis of the Phenomena of the Human 
Mind, 182^)), whose influence lives on in the work of his 
greater son. The latter, John Stuart Mill,* was born in 
London 1806, and was from 1823 to 1858 a secretary in the 
India House; after the death of his wife he lived (with the 
exception of two years of service as a Member of Parlia¬ 
ment) at Avignon; his death occurred in 1873. Mill’s 
System of Logic appeared in 1843, ^h ed., 1875; his Utili¬ 
tarianism, 1863, new ed., 1871; An Examination of Sir 
William Hamilton s Philosophy, 1865, 5th ed., 1878; his 
notes to the new edition of his father’s work. Analysis of 
the Phenomena of the Human Mind, 2d ed., 1878, also 
deserve notice. With the phenomenalism of Hume and the 
i somewhat corrected) associational psychology of his 
father as a basis, Mill makes experience the sole source of 
knowledge, rejecting a priori and intuitive elements of every 
sort. Matter he defines as a “permanent possibility of sen¬ 
sation”; mind is resolved into “a series of feelings with a 
background of possibilities of feeling,” even though the 
author is not unaware of the difficulty involved in the ques¬ 
tion how a series of feelings can be aware of itself as a series. 
Mathematical principles, like all others, have an experien¬ 
tial origin—the i)eculiar certitude ascribed tr^ them by the 
Kantians is a fiction — and induction is the only fruitful 
method of scientific inquiry (even in mental science). The 

• Cf. on Mill. Taine, Lc Positivisme Anglais, 1864 [English, by 
Haye] ; the objections of Jevons {Contemporary Review, December, 
J877 seq., reprinted in Ptire Logic and other Minor Worlds, 1890; 
cf. Mind, vol. xvi. pp. 106—110) to Mill’s doctrine of the inductive 
character of geometry, his treatment of the rebtion of resemblance, 
and his exposition of the four methods of experimental inquiry in 
their relation to the law of causation ; and the finely conceived essay 
on uiilitarianism, by C. Hohler, Philosophische AufsdtT,e, 1869, pp. 35- 
66. (Also Mill’s own Autobiography, 1873: Bain’s John Stuart Mill, 
a Criticism^ 1882 ; and T. H. Green, 1-ectures on the Logic, Works, - 
vol. ii.—T k.] 
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S 3 llogism is itself a concealed induction. When I assert the 
nuijor premise the inference proper is already made, and in 
the conclusion the comprehensive formula for a number of 
particular truths which was given in the premise is merely 
explicated, interpreted. Because universal judgments are 
for him merely brief expressions for aggregates of particular 
truths. Mill is able to say that all knowledge is generaliza¬ 
tion, and at the same time to argue that all inference is 
from particulars to particulars. Inference through a 
general proposition is not necessary, yet useful as a colla¬ 
teral security, inasmuch as the syllogistic forms enable us 
more easily to discover errors committed. The ground of 
induction, the uniformity of nature in reference both to 
the coexistence and the succession of phenomena, since it 
wholly depends on induction, is not unconditionally certain; 
but it may be accepted as very highly probable, until some 
insUmce of lawless action (in itself conceivable) shall have 
been actually proved. Like the law of causation, the prin¬ 
ciples of logic are also not a priori, but only the highest 
generalizations from all previous experience. 

Mill’s most brilliant achievement is his theory of experi¬ 
mental inquiry, for which he advances four methods: 
(1) 'I'he Method of Agreement: ‘Tf two or more instances 
of the phenomenon under investigation have only one 
circumstance in common, the circumstance in which alone 
all the instances agree is the cause (or effect) of the pven 
phenomenon.” .'(2) The Method of Difference: “If an 
instance in which the phenomenon under investigation 
occurs, and an instance in which it does not occur, have 
every circumstance in common save one, that one occurring 
only in the former; the circumstance in which alone the 
two instances differ, is the effect, or the cause, or an indis¬ 
pensable part of the cause, of the phenomenon.” These 
two methods (the method of observation, and the method 
of artificial experiment) may also be employed in combina¬ 
tion, and the Canon of the Joint Method of Agreement and 
Difference runs: “If two or more instances in which the 
phenomenon occurs have only one circumstance in com¬ 
mon* while two or more instances in which it does not 
occur haye nothing in common save the absence of that 
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circumstance, the circumstance in which alone the two sets 
of instances differ is the effect, or the cause, or an indis¬ 
pensable part of the cause, of the phenomenon.” ^(3) llie 
Method of Residues: “Subduct from any phenomenon such 
l>art as is known by previous inductions to be the effect of 
certain antecedents, and the residue of the phenomenon is 
the effect of the remaining antecedents.” v (4) The Method 
of Concomitant Variations: “ Whatever phenomenon 

varies in any manner whenever anotlier phenomenon 
varies in some particular manner, is either a cause or an 
effect of that phenomenon, or is connected with it through 
some fact of causation.” When the phenomena are com¬ 
plex the deductive method must be called in to aid: from 
the inductively ascertained laws of the action of single 
causes this deduces the laws of their combined action; and, 
as a final step, the results of such ratiocination are verified 
by the proof of their agreement with empirical facts. To 
explain a phenomenon means to point out its cause; the 
explanation of a law is its reduction to other, more general 
laws. In all this, however, we remain within the sphere 
of phenomena; the essence of nature always eludes our 
knowledge. 

In the chapter “Of ljl>erty and Necessity” (l)Ook vi. 
chap, ii.) Mill emphasizes the position that the necessity 
to which human actions are subject must not be conceived, 
as is commonly done, as irresistible compulsion, for it 
denotes nothing more than the uniform order of our actions 
and the possibility of predicting them. This does not 
destroy the element in the idea of freedom which is legiti¬ 
mate and practically valuable: we have the power to alter 
our character; it is formed by us as well as for us; the desire 
to mould it is one of the most influential circumstances in 
its formation. The principle of morality is the 
promotion of the happiness of all sentient beings. 
Mill differs from Bentham, however, from whom he derives 
the principle of utility, in several important particulars 
by his recognition of qualitative as well as of quantita¬ 
tive differences in pleasures, of the value of the ordinary 
rules of morality as intermediate principles, of the social 
feelings, and of the disinterested love of virtue. Oppo- 



nents of the utilitarian theory have not ibeen slow in avail¬ 
ing themselves of the opportunities for attack thus afford¬ 
ed.* A third distinguished representative of the same 
general movement is Alexander Bain, the psychologist 
(born 1818; The Senses and the Intellect, 3d ed., 1868; The 
Etnotions and the Will, 3d ed., 1875; Mental and Moral 
Science, 1868, 3d ed., 1872, part ii., 1872; Mind and Body, 
3d ed., 1874). 

The .system projected by Herbert Soence r (born 1<S20), 
the major part of which has already appeared, falls into 
five parts: First Principles, 1862, 7th ed., 1889; Principles 
oj Biology, 1864-67, 4th ed., 1888; Principles of Psychology, 
1855, 5th ed., 1890; Principles of Sociology (vol. i. 1876, 
3d ed., 1885; part iv. Ceremonial Institutions, 1879, 3d 
ed., 1888, part v. Political Institutions, 1882, 2d ed., 1885, 
part vi. Ecclesiastical Institutions, 1885. 2d ed., 1886, toge¬ 
ther constituting vol. ii.) ; Principles of Ethics (^^art i. The 
Data of Ethics, 1879, Sth ed., 1888; j)arts ii, and iii. The 
Inductions of Ethics and The Ethics of Individual Life, 
constituting with ydrt i. the first volume, 1892; part iv. 
Justice, 1891). A comprehensive exposition of the system 
has been given, with the authority of the author, by F. II. 
•Collins in his Epitome of the Synthetic Philosophy, 1889.t 
The treatise on Education, 1861, 23d ed., 1890, his sociolo¬ 
gical writings, and his various essays have also contributed 
essentially to Mr. Spencer’s fame, both at home and abroad. 
The First Principles begin with the “Unknowable”. Since 
human opinions, no matter how false they may seem, have 
sprung from actual ^periences, and, when they find wide 
accqitance and are tenaciously adhered to, must have some¬ 
thing in them which appeals to the minds of men, we must 

* On die relation of Bentham and Mill cf. Hoff ding, p. 68 ; Sidg- 
wick’s Outlines, chap. iv. § 16; and John Grote’s Examination of the 
Utilitarian Philosophy, 1870, chap. i. 

t Cf. also Fiske’s Outlines of Cosmic Philosophy, 2 vols., 1S74. 
Numerous critiques and discussions of Spencer’s views have been given 
in various journals and reviews ; among more extended works refer¬ 
ence may be made to Bowne, The Philosophy of Herbert Spencer, 
1874; Malcolm Guthrie, On Mr, SpencePs Formula of Evolution, 
1879, and tlie same author, On Mr. Spencer's Unification of Knowl¬ 
edge, 1882; and T. H. Green, on Spencer and Lewes, Worlds, vol. 
L—Tr. 
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assume that every error contains a kernel of truth, howeve> 
small it be. No one of opposing views is to be accepted as 
wholly true, and none rejected as entirely false. To dis¬ 
cover the incontrovertible fact which lies at their basis, w(‘ 
must reject the various concrete elements in which the> 
disagree, and find for the remainder the abstract expression 
which holds true throughout its divergent manifestations. 
No antagonism is older, wider, more profound, and more 
important than that between religion and science. Here 
too some most general truth, some ultimate fact must lie at 
the basis. The ultimate religious ideas are self-contradic¬ 
tory and untenable. No one of the possible hypotheses con¬ 
cerning the nature and origin of things—every religion may 
be defined as an a priori theory of the universe, the accom 
panying ethical code being a later growth—is logically de¬ 
fensible: whether the world is conceived atheistically as 
self-existent, or pantheistically as self-created, or theistically 
(fetichism, polytheism, or monotheism), as created by an 
external agency, we are everywhere confronted by unthink¬ 
able conclusions, llie idea of a First Cause or of the abso¬ 
lute (as Mapsel, following Hamilton, has proved in his 
Limits of Religious Thought) is full of contradictions. But 
however widely the creeds diverge, they show entire unani¬ 
mity, from the grossest sui>erstition up to the most deve¬ 
loped theism, in the belief that the existence of the world is 
a mystery which ever presses for interpretation, though it 
can never be entirely explained. And in the progress of 
religion from crude fetichism to the developed theology of 
our time, the truth, at first but vaguely perceived, that 
there is an omnipresent Inscrutable which manifests itself in 
all phenomena, ever comes more clearly into view. 

Science meets this ultimate religious truth with the con¬ 
viction, grasped with increasing clearness as the develop¬ 
ment proceeds from Protagoras to Kant, that the reality 
hidden behind all phenomena must always remain unlcnown, 
that our knowledge can never be absolute. This principle- 
may be established indtictively from the incomprehensibility 
of the ultimate scientific ideas, as well as deductively from 
the nature of intelligence, through an analysis of the pro¬ 
duct and the process of thought. (1) The ideas space, time,. 



SPENCER 


571 


matter, motion, and force, as also the first states of cons¬ 
ciousness, and the thinking substance, the ego as the unity 
of subject and object, all represent realities whose nature 
and origin are entirely incomprehensible. (2) The sub¬ 
sumption of particular facts under more general facts leads 
ultimately to a most general, highest fact, which cannot be 
reduced to a more general one, and hence cannot be 
explained or comprehended. (3) All thought (as has been 
shown by Hamilton in his essay “On the Philosophy of the 
Unconditioned,” and b\ his follower Mansel) is the estab¬ 
lishment of relations, every thought involving relation, 
difference, and (as Spencer adds) likeness. Hence the 
absolute, the idea of which excludes every relation, is 
entirely beyond the reach of an intelligence which is con¬ 
cerned with relations alone, and which always consists in 
discrimination, limitation, and assimilation—it is trebly 
unthinkable. Therefore; Religion and Science agree in 
the supreme truth that the human understanding is capable 
of relative knowledge only or of a knowledge of the rela¬ 
tive (Relativity^). Nevertheless, according to Spencer, it is 
too much to conclude with the thinkers just mentioned, that 
the idea of the absolute is a mere expression for incon¬ 
ceivability, and its existence problematical. The nature 
the absolute Ms unknowable, but not the existence of 
a t^is for the relative and phenomenal. The considera¬ 
tions which speak in favor of the relativity of knowledge 
and its limitation to phenomena, argue also the existence 
of a non-relative, whose phenomenon the relative is; the 
idea of the relative and the phenomenal posits eo ipso the 
existence of the absolute as its correlative, which mani¬ 
fests itself in phenomena. We have at least an indefinite, 
though not a definite, consciousness of the Unknowable as 
the Unknown Cause, the Universal Power, and on this is 
founded our ineradicable belief in objective reality. 

knowledge is limited to the relative, and consists in 
increasing generalization; the apex of this pyramid is 
formed by philosophy. Common knowledge is un-unified 
knowledge; science is partially unified knowledge; philoso¬ 
phy, which combines the highest generalizations of the 
sciences into a supreme one, is completely unified know- 
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ledge. The data of philosophy are—^l^esides an Unknow¬ 
able Power—the existence of knowable likenesses and dif¬ 
ferences among its manifestations, and a resulting segrega¬ 
tion of the manifestations into those of subject and object. 
Further, derivative data are space (relations of coexist¬ 
ence), time (relations of irreversible sequence), matter 
(co-existent positions that offer resistance), motion (wdiich 
involves space, time, and matter), and force, the ultimate 
of ultimates, on which all others depend, and from our 
primordial experiences of which all the other modes of cons¬ 
ciousness are derivable. Similarly the ultimate primary 
truth is the persistence of force, from which, besides the 
indestructibility of matter and the continuity of (actual or 
potential) motion, still further truths may be deduced: the 
])ersistence of relations among forces or the uniformity of 
law, the transformation and equivalence of (mental and 
social as well as of physical) forces, the law of the direction 
of motion (along the line of least resistance, or the line of 
greatest traction, or their resultant), and the unceasing 
rhythm of motion. Beyond these analytic truths, however, 
philosophy demands a law of universal synthesis. This 
must be the law of the continuous redistribution of fnattcr 
and motion, for each single thing, and the whole universe 
as well, is involved in a (continuously repeated) double 
process of evolution and dissolution, the former consisting 
in the integration of matter* and the dissipation of motion, 
the latter in the absorption of motion and the disintegra¬ 
tion of matter. The law of evolution, in its complete 
development, then runs: ‘‘Evolution is an integration of 
jiiatter and concomitant dissipation of motion; during which 
the matter passes from an indefinite, incoherent homo¬ 
geneity to a definite, coherent heterogeneity; and during 
which the retained motion undergoes a parallel transforma¬ 
tion.’’ This is inductively supported by illustrations from 
every region of nature and all departments of mental and 
social life; and, further, shown deducible from the ultimate 
principle of the persistence of force, through the mediation 
of several corollaries to it, viz., the instability of the homo- 

* Organic growth is tlie concentration of elements before diffused ; 
,cf. the union of nomadic families into settled tribes. 
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^eneous under the varied incidence of surrounding forces, 
the multiplication of effects by action and reaction, and 
segregation. Finally the principle of cciuilihration indicates 
the impassable limit at which evolution passes over into 
dissolution, until the eternal round is again l)egun. If it 
may be said of Hegel himself, that he vainly endeavored to 
master the concrete fullness of reality with formal concepts, 
the criticism is applicable to Spencer in still greater 
measure. The barren schemata of concentration, passage 
into heterogeneity, adaptation, etc., which are taken from 
natural science, and which are insufficient even in their 
own field, prove entirely impotent for the mastery of the 
complex and peculiar phenomena of spiritual life. 

Armed with these principles, however, Mr. Spencer 
advances to the discussion of the several divisions of 
''Special Philosophy.^’ Passing over inorganic nature, he 
finds his task in the interpretation of the phenomena of 
life, mind, and society in terms of matter, motion, and 
force under the general evolution formula. This pro¬ 
cedure, however, must not be understood as in any wise 
materialistic. Such an interpretation would be a misre¬ 
presentation, it is urged, for the strict relativity of the 
standpoint limits all conclusions to phenomena, and per¬ 
mits no inference concerning the nature of the “Unknow¬ 
able.” 'J'hc Principles o/ Biology take up the phenomena of 
life. Life is defined as the “continuous adjustment of 
internal relations to external relations.” No attempt is 
made to explain its origin, yet (in the words of Mr. Sully) 
it is clear that the lowest forms of life are regarded as con¬ 
tinuous in their essential nature with sub-vital processes. 
The evolution of living organisms, from the lowest to the 
highest, with the development of all their parts and func¬ 
tions, results from the co-operation of various factors, 
external and internal, whose action is ultimately reducil)le 
to the universal law. 

The field of psychology is intimately allied with biology, 
and yet distinguished from it. Mental life is a sub¬ 
division of life in general, and may be subsumed under 
the general definition; but while biological truths concern 
the connection between internal phenomena, with but tacit 
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or occasional recognition of the environment, psy¬ 
chology has to do neither with the internal con¬ 
nection nor the external connection, but “the connection 
between these two connections.” Psychology in its sub¬ 
jective aspect, again, is a field entirely sui generis. The 
substance of mind, conceived as the underlying substratum 
of mental states, is unknowable; but the character of 
those states of which mind, as we know it, is composed, is 
a legitimate subject of inquiry. If this be carefully investi¬ 
gated, it seems highly probable that the ultiinate unit of 
consciousness is something “of the same order as that 
which we call a nerv^ous shock.” Mind is proximately 
composed of feelings and the relations between feelings; 
from these, revived, associated, and integrated, the w'hole 
fabric of consciousness is built iij). ^'here is, then, no sharp 
distinction between the several ])hases of mind. If we 
trace it-s development objectively, in tenns of the corres¬ 
pondence l)etween inner and outer phenomena, we 
find a gradual progress from the less to the more 
complex, from the lower to the higher, without a break. 
Reflex action, instinct, memoin^', reason, are simply stages in 
the process. All is dependent on e>c]KTience. I\ven tlie 
forms of knowledge, which are a priori to the individual, 
are the product of ex])erience in the race, integrated and 
tran.smitted by heredity, and become organic in the nervous 
structure. In general the correspondence of inner and 
outer in which mental life consists is mediated by the 
nervous organism. The structure and functions of this 
condition consciousness and furnish the basis for the inter¬ 
pretation of mental evolution in terms of “evolution at 
large, regarded as a process of physical transformation.” 
Nevertheless mental phenomena and bodily phenomena are 
not identical, consciousness is not motion. They are both 
j)henomenal modes of the unknowable, disparate in them¬ 
selves, and giving no indication of the ultimate nature of 
the absolute. Subjective anahsis of human consciousness 
yields further proof of the unity of mental composition. 
All mental action is ultimately reducible to “the continu¬ 
ous differentiation and integration of states of conscious- 
iiess.7 The criterion of truth is the inconceivabilitv of 
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the negation. Tried by this test, as by all others, realism is 
superior to idealism, though in that ‘'transfigured'’ fonn 
which implies objective existence without implying the 
possibility of any further knowledge concerning it,—hence 
in a form entirely congruous wdth the conclusion reached 
by many other routes. 

Sociology deals with sujjer-organic evolution, which 
involves the co-ordinated actions of many Individuals. 
To understand the social unit, we must study primitive 
man, especially the ideas which he forms of himself, of 
other beings, and of the surrounding world. The conce])- 
tion of a mind or other-self is gradually evolved through 
observation of natural phenomena which favor the notion 
of duality, especially the phenomena of sleep, dreams, 
swoons, and death. Belief in the influence of these doubles 
of the dead on the fortunes of the living leads to sorcery, 
])rayer, and praise. Ancestor-worship is the ultimate 
source of all forms of religion; to it can be traced even 
such aberrant developments as fetichism and idt)latry, 
animal-, plant-, and nature-worship. Thus the primitive 
man feels himself related not only to his living fellows, but 
to multitudes of supernatural beings about him. The fear 
of the living becomes the root of the political, and the fear 
of the dead the root of the religious, control. A society is 
an organic entity. 'Though differing from an individual 
<organism in many ways, it yet resembles it in the perma¬ 
nent relations among its component parts. The Domestic 
Relations, by which the maintenance of the species is now 
secured, have come from various earlier and less developed 
forms; the militant type of society is accompanied by a 
lower, the industrial t>T)e by a higher stage of this de\'elop- 
ment. Ceremonial observance is the most primitive kind 
of government, and the kind from which the political and 
religious governments have differentiated* Political 
origanization is necessary in order to co-operation for ends 
which benefit the society directly, and the individual only 
indirectly. The ultimate political force is the feeling of 
the community, including as its largest part ancestral 
feeling. Many facts combine to obscure this truth, but 
however much it may be obscured, public feeling remains 
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the primal source of authority. The various forms and 
instruments of government have grown up through pro¬ 
cesses in harmony with the .general law. The two antithe¬ 
tical types of society are the militant and the industrial— 
the former implies compulsory co-operation under more 
or less despotic rule, with governmental assumption of 
functions belonging to the individual and a minimizing of 
individual fnitiativc; in the latter, government is reduced 
to a minimum and best conducted by representative 
agencies, public organizations are largely replaced by 
}>rivate organizations, the individual is freer and looks 
less to the state for protection and for aid. The funda¬ 
mental conditions of the highest social development is the 
cessation of war. The ideas and sentiments at the basis 
of Ecclesiastical Institutions have been naturally derived 
from the ghost-theory already described. The goal of 
religious development is the final rejection of all anthro- 
|)omori)hic conceptions of the First Cause, until the har¬ 
mony of religion and science shall be reached in the vene¬ 
ration of the Unknowable. The remaining parts of Mr. 
Spencer’s Sociology will treat of Professional Institutions, 
Industrial Institutions, Linguistic Progress, Intellectual. 
Moral, and -^Esthetic Progress. 

The subject matter of ethics is the conduct tenned good 
or bad. Conduct is the adjustment of acts to ends. The 
evolution of conduct is marked by increasing perfection in 
the adjustment of acts to the furtherance of individual life, 
the life of offsi>ring, and social life. The ascription of 
ethical character to the highly evolved conduct of man in 
relation to these ends implies the fundamental assumption, 
that “life is good or bad according as it does, or does not. 
i)ring a surplus of agreeable feeling.” The ideal of moral 
science is rational deduction: a rational utilitarianism can 
be attained only by the recognition af the necessary laws— 
physical, biological, psychological, and sociological—which 
condition the results of actions; among these the biological 
laws have been largely neglected in the past, though they 
are of the utmost importance as furnishing the link bet¬ 
ween life and happiness. The “psychological view” again, 
explains the origin of conscience. In the course of develop- = 
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nient man comes to recognize the superiority of the higher 
and more representative feelings as guides to action; this 
form of self-restraint, however, is characteristic of the 
non-moral restraints as well, of the political, social, and 
religious controls. From these the moral control proper 
has emerged—differing from them in that it refers to in¬ 
trinsic instead of extrinsic effects—and the element of 
coerciveness in them, transferred, has generated the feeling 
of moral compulsion (which, however, “will diminish as 
fast as moralization increases”). 

Such a rational ethics, based on the laws which condition 
welfare rather than on a direct estimation of happiness, 
and premising the relativity of all pains and pleasures, 
escapes fundamental objections to the earlier hedonism 
(e,g., those to the hedonic calculus) ; and, combining the 
valuable elements in the divergent ethical theories, yields 
satisfactory principles for the decision of ethical problems. 
Egoism takes precedence of altruism; yet it is in turn 
dependent on this, and the two, on due consideration, are 
seen to l)e co-essential. Entirely divorced from the other, 
neither is legitimate, and a compromise is the only possi¬ 
bility; while in the future advancing evolution will bring 
the two into complete harmony. The goal of the whole 
process will be the ideal man in the ideal society, the 
scientific anticipation of which, absolute ethics, promises 
guidance for the relative and imperfect ethics of the tran¬ 
sition period. 

Examination of the actual, not the professed, ideas and 
sentiments of men reveals wide variation in moral judg¬ 
ments. This is especially true of the “pro-ethical” con- 
scious)icsses of external authorities, coercions, and opinions 
—religious, political, and social—^by which the mass of man¬ 
kind are governed; and is broadly due to variation in social 
conditions. Where the need of external co-operation pre¬ 
dominates the ethics of enmity develops; where internal, 
peaceful co-operation is the chief social need the ethics of 
amity results: and the evolution principle enables us to 
infer that, as among certain small tribes in the past, so in 
the great cultivated nations of the future, the life of amity 
will unqualifiedly prevail. The Ethics of Individual Life 

37 
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shows the application of moral judgments to all actions 
which affect individual welfare. The very fact that some 
deviations from normal life are now morally disapproved, 
implies the existence of hoth egoistic and altruistic sanctions 
for the moral approval of all acts which conduce to normal 
living and the disapproval of all minor deviations, though 
for the most part these have hitherto remained unconsi¬ 
dered. Doubtless, however, moral control must here be 
somewhat indefinite: and even scientific observation and 
analy.sis must leave the production of a perfectly regulated 
conduct to ‘‘the organic adjustment of constitution to 
(social] conditions.’* 

The Ethics of .Social i-,ife includes justice and benefi¬ 
cence. Human justice emerges from sub-human or animal 
justice, whose law (passing over gratis benefits to off¬ 
spring) is “that each individual shall receive the benefits 
and evils of its own nature and its consequent conduct.” 
This is the law of human justice, also, but here it is more 
limited than before by the non-interference which grega- 
rioustiess requires, and by the increasing need for the sacri¬ 
fice of individuals for the good of the species. The egoistic 
sentiment of justice arises from resistance to interference 
with free action; the altruistic develops through sympathy 
under social conditions, these being maintained meanwhile 
by a “ pro-altruistic ” sentiment, into which dread of retalia¬ 
tion, of social reprobation, of legal punishment and of 
divine vengeance enter as component parts. 'ITie idea of 
justice emerges gradually from the sentiment of justice: 
it has two elements, one brute or positive, with inequality 
as its ideal, one human or negative, the ideal of which is 
equality. In early times the former of these was unduly 
appreciated, as in later times the latter; the true conception 
includes both, the idea of equality being applied to the 
limits and the idea of inequality to the benefits of action, 
'rhus the formula of justice becomes: “Every man is free 
to do that which he wills, provided he infringes not the 
equal freedom of any other man ”—a law which finds its 
authority in the facts, that it is an a priori dictum of “cons¬ 
ciousness after it has been subject to the discipline of pro¬ 
longed social life,” and that it is also deducible from the 
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conditions of the maintenance of life at large and of social 
life. From this law follow various particular corollaries 
of rights, all of which coincide with ordinary ethical con¬ 
cepts and have legal enactments corresponding to them. 
Political rights so-called do not exist; government is 
simply a system of appliances for the maintenance of private 
rights. Both the nature of the state and its constitution 
are variable: the militant type requires centralization and 
a coercive constitution; the industrial type implies a wider 
distribution of political power, but requires a representa¬ 
tion of interests rather than a representation of individuals. 
Government develoj)s as a result of ivar, and its function 
of protection against internal aggression arises by differentia¬ 
tion from its primary function of external defense. These 
two. then, constitute the essential duties of the state; when 
war ceases the first falls away, and its sole function becomes 
the maintenance of the conditions under which each indi¬ 
vidual may “gain the fullest life compatible with the fullest 
life of fellow-citizens,” All beyond this, all interference 
with this life of the individual, whether by way of assist¬ 
ance, restraint, or education, proves in the end 'both unjust 
and impolitic. The remaining parts of the Ethics will treat 
of Negative and Positive Beneficence. 

If J. S. Mill and Spencer (the latter of whom, more¬ 
over, had announced evolution as a world-law before the 
appearance of Darwin), move in a direction akin to posi¬ 
tivism, the same is true, further, of G. H. Lewes (1817-78; 
History of Philosophy, 5th ed., 1880; Problems of Life 
and Mind, 1874 seq.). 

Turning to the discussion of particular disciplines, we 
may mention as prominent among English logicians,'*' be¬ 
sides Hamilton, Whewell, and Mill, Whately, Mansel, 
Thompson, De Morgan, Boole {An Investigation of the 
La7vs of Thought, 1854); W. S. Jevons {The Principles 
of ,Sicieuce, 2d ed., 1877); Venn {Symbolic Logic, 1881: 

* Cf. Ncdich, Die Lehrc von der Quantifiliation des Prddikats in 
vol. iii. of Wundt’s Philosophische Studien; L. Liard, Les Logiciens 
Anglais Contemporains, 1878 ; Al. Riehl in vol. i. of the Vierteljahr^ 
sschrift fiir uissenschaftUche Philosophic, 1877 [cf. also appendix A 
to the English translation of Ueberweg’s Logic, —^Tr.1. 
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Empirical Logic, 1889), Bradley, and Bosanquet. Among 
more recent investigators in the field of psychology we may 
name Carpenter, Ferrier, Maudsley, Galton, Ward, and 
Sully {The Human Mind, 1892), and in the field of com¬ 
parative psychology, I^u'bbock, Romanes {Mental Evolu- 
tion in Animals, 1883; Mental Evolution in Man, 1889), 
and Morgan {Animal Life and Intelligence, 1891). Among 
ethical writers the following, besides Spencer and Green, 
hold a foremost place: H. Sidgwick {The Methods of Ethics, 
4th ed., 1890), Leslie Stephen {The Science of Ethics, 
1882), and James Martineau {Types of Ethical Theory, 3d 
ed., 1891). The quarterly review Mind (vols. i.-xvi. 1876-91, 
edited by G. Crooni Robertson; new series from 1892, 
edited by G. F. Stout) has since its foundation played an 
important part in the development of English thought. 

German idealism, for wdiich S. T. Coleridge (died 1834) 
and Thomas Carlyle (died 1881) endeavored to secure an 
entrance into England, for a long time gained ground 
there but slowly. Later years, however, have brought 
increasing interest in Gennan speculation, and much of 
recent thinking show^s the influence of Kantian and Hege¬ 
lian principles. As pioneer of this movement we may 
name J. H. Stirling {The Secret of Hegel, 1865) ; and as its 
most prominent representatives John Caird {An Introduc¬ 
tion to the Philosophy of Religion, 1880), Edward Caird 
{The Critical Philosophy of Immanuel Kant, 1889; The 
Evolution of Religion, 1893), both in Glasgow, and T. H, 
Green (1836-82; professor at Oxford; Prolegomena to 
Ethics, 3d ed., 1887; Works, edited by Nettleship, 3 vols., 
1885-88).* In opposition to the hereditary empiricism of 
English philosophy—which appears in Spencer and Lewes, 
as it did in Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, though in some¬ 
what altered form—Green maintains that all experience is 
constituted by intelligible relations. Knowledge, there¬ 
fore, is possible only for a correlating self-conscious¬ 
ness; while nature, as a system of relations, is likewise 
dependent on a spiritual principle, of which it is the ex¬ 
pression. Thus the central conception of Green's philoso¬ 
phy becomes, 'That the universe is a single eternal activity 
* Cf. on Green the Memoir by Netdeship in vol. iii. of the Works, 
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or energy, of which it is the essence to be self-conscious, 
that is, to be itself and not itself in one” (Nettleship). To 
this universal consciousness we are related as manifesta¬ 
tions or “ communications ” under the limitations of our 
physical organization. As such we are free, that is, self- 
determined, determined by nothing from without. The 
moral ideal is self-realization or perfection, the progressive 
reproduction of the divine self-consciousness. This is pos¬ 
sible only in terms of a development of persons, for as a 
self-conscious personality the divine spirit can reproduce 
itself in persons alone; and, since ‘"social life is to person¬ 
ality what language is to thought,” the realization of the 
moral ideal implies life in common. The nearer determina¬ 
tion of the ideal is to be sought in the manifestations of the 
eternal spirit as they have been given in the moral history 
of individuals and nations. This shows what has already 
been implied in the relation of morality to personality and 
society, that moral good must first of all be a common 
good, one in which the permanent well-being of self 
includes the well-being of others also. This is the germ of 
morality, the development of which yields, first, a gradual 
extension of the area of common good, and secondly, a 
fuller and more concrete determination of its content. 
Further representatives of this movement are W. Wallace, 
Adamson, Bradley; A. Seth is an ex-member. 

The first and greatest of American philosophical thinkers 
was the Calvinistic theologian Jonathan Edwards (1703- 
58; treatise on the Freedom of Will, 1754; Works, 10 
vols., edited by Dwight, 1830). Edwards's deterministic 
doctrine found numerous adherents (among them his son, 
who bore his father’s name, died 1801) as well as strenu¬ 
ous opponents (Tappan, Whedon, Hazard among later 
names), and essentially contributed to the development of 
philosophical thought in the United States. For a con¬ 
siderable period this crystallized for the most part around 
elements derived from British thinkers, especially from 
Locke and the Scottish School. In 1829 James Marsh 
called attention to German speculation* by his American 
edition of Coleridge’s Aids to Reflection, with an impor- 
•Cf, Porter, op, tit., p. 453. 
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tant introduction from his own liand. Later W. E. Chan- 
ning (1780-1842), the head of the Unitarian movement, 
attracted many young and brilliant minds, the most 
noted of whom, Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-82), became 
a leader among the New^ England transcendentalists. 
Metaphysical idealism has, perhaps, met with less resist¬ 
ance in America than in England. Kant and Hegel have 
been eagerly studied (G. S. Morris, died 1889; C. C. 
Everett; J. Watson in Canada: josiah Koyce, The Spirit 
of Modern Philosophy, 1892; and others); and The Jour’ 
nal of Speculative Philosophy, edited by W. (T. Harris, has 
since 1867 furnished a rallying point for idealistic interests. 
The influence of Lotze has also been considerable (B. P. 
Bowne in Boston). Sympathy with German speculation, 
however, has not destroyed the naturally close connection 
with the work of writers who use the English tongue. 
Thus Spencer’s writings liave had a wide currency, and his 
system numbers many disciples, though these are less 
numerous among students of philosophy by profession 
(John Fiske, Outlims of Cosniic Philosophy, 1874). 

In the latest decades the broadening of the national life, 
the increasing acquaintance with foreign thought, and the 
rapid development of university work have greatly enlarged 
and deepened the interest in philosophical pursuits. This 
is manifested most clearly in the field of psychology, includ¬ 
ing especially the “new” or “physiological” psychology, 
and the history of philosophy, though indications of preg¬ 
nant thought in other departments, as ethics and the 
philosophy of religion, and even of independent construc¬ 
tion, are not wanting. Among psychologists of the day we 
may mention G. S. Hall, editor of The American Journal of 
Psychology (1887 seq.), G. T. Ladd {Elements of Physio- 
logical Psychology, 1887), and William James {Principles 
of Psychology, 1890). The International Journal of Ethics 
(Philadelphia, 18S)0 seq,), edited by S. Burns Weston, is 
“devoted to the advancement of ethical knowledge and 
practice”; among the foreign mentbers of its editorial com¬ 
mittee are Jodi and Von Gizyeki. The weekly journal of 
popular philosophy, The Open Court, published in Chicago, 
has for its object the reconciliation of religion and science; 
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the quarterly, The Monist (1890 seq.), published by the 
same company under the direction of Paul Cams {The Soul 
of Man, 1891), the establishment of a monistic view of the 
world. Several journals, among them the Educational 
Revmv (18>1 seq., edited by N. M. Butler), point to a 
growing interest in pedagogical inquiry. The American 
Philosophical Review (1892 seq., edited by J. G. Schurman, 
The Ethical Import of Dantinism, 1887) is a comprehen¬ 
sive exponent of American philosophic thought. 

4. Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and Holland. 

In Sweden an empirical period represented by Leopold 
(died 1829) and Th. Thorild (died 1808), and based upon 
Locke and Rousseau, was followed, after the introduction 
of Kant by D. Boethius, 1794, by a drift toward idealism. 
This was represented in an extreme form by B. Hoijer 
(died 1812), a contemporary and admirer of Fichte, who 
defended the right of philosophical construction, and more 
moderately by Christofer Jacob Bostrom (1797-1866), the 
most important systematic thinker of his country. As 
predecessors of Bostrom we may mention Biberg (died 
1827), E. G. Geijer (died 1846), and S. Gmbbe (died 
1853). like him professors in Upsala, and of his pupils, S. 
Ribbing, known in Gennany by his peculiar conception of 
the Platonic doctrine of ideas (German translation, 1863- 
64), the moralist Sahlin (1877), the historian of Swedish 
philosophy* (1873 seq.) A. Nyblaeus of Lund, and H. 
Edfeldt of Upsala, the editor of Bostrom’s works (1883). 

Bostrom’s philosophy is a system of self-activity and per¬ 
sonalism which recalls Leibnitz and Krause. The ajbsolute 
or being is characterized as a concrete, systematically arti¬ 
culated, self-conscious unity, which dwells with its entire 
content in each of its moments, and whose members both 
bear the character of the whole and are immanent in one 
another, standing in relations of organic inter-determina¬ 
tion. The antithesis between unity and plurality is only 
apparent, present only for the divisive view of finite consci¬ 
ousness. God is infinite, fully determinate personality (for 

• Cf. Hoffding, Die Philosophic in Schweden in tlie Philosophische 
Monats hefte, vol. xv. 1879, p. 193 seq. 
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determination is not limitation), a system of self-dependent 
living beings, differing in degree, in which we, as to our true 
being, arc eternally and unchangeably contained. Every 
being is a definite, eternal, and living thought of God; think¬ 
ing beings with their states and activities alone exist; all 
that is real is spiritual, personal. Besides this true, supra- 
sensible world of Ideas, which is elevated above space, time, 
motion, change, and development, and which has not arisen 
by creation or a process of production, there exists for man, 
but only for him—man is formally perfect, it is true, but 
materially imperfect (since he represents the real from a 
limited standpoint)—a sensuous world of phenomena as the 
sphere of his activity. To this he himself belongs, and in 
it he is spontaneously to develop the suprasensible content 
which is eternally given him (i^e,, his true nature), namely, 
to raise it from the merely potential condition of obscure 
presentiment to clear, conscious actuality. Freedom is the 
power to overcome our imperfection by means of our true 
nature, to realize our suprasensible capacities, to become 
for ourselves what we are in ourselves (in God). The 
ethics of Bostrom is distinguished from the Kantian ethics, 
to which it is related, chiefly by the fact that it seeks to 
bring sensibility into a more than merely negative relation 
to reason. Society is an eternal, and also a personal, Idea 
in God. The most perfect form of government is constitu¬ 
tional monarchy; the ideal goal of history, the establish¬ 
ment of a system of states embracing all mankind. 

J. Borelius of Lund is an Hegelian, but differs from the 
master in regard to the doctrine of the contradiction. The 
Hegelian philosophy has adherents in Norway also, as G. 
V. Lyng (died 1884; System of Fundamental Ideas), M. J. 
Monrad (Tendencies of Modern Thought, 1874, German 
translation, 1879), both professors in Christiania, and Mon¬ 
rad’s pupil G. Kent (HegeVs Doctrine of the Nature of 
Experience, 1891). 

The Danish philosophy of the nineteenth century has 
been described by Hoffding in the second volume of the 
Archiv fiir Geschichte der PhUosophie, 1888. He begins 
with the representatives of the speculative movement: 
Steffens (pp. 468-469), Niels Treschow (1751-1833), Hans 
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Christian Oersted (1777-1851; Sl>irit in Nature, German 
translation, Munich, 1850-51), and Frederik Christian 
Sibbern (1785-1872). A change was brought about by the 
philosophers of religion Sdren Kierkegaard (1813-55) and 
Rasinus Nielsen (1809-84; Philosophy of Relicjion, 1869), 
who op])Ose(l speculative idealism with a strict dualism of 
knowledge and faith, and were in turn opposed by Georg 
Brandes (born 1842) and Hans Brochner (1820-75). 
Among younger investigators the Copenhagen professors, 
Harald JIolTding^'* (born 1843) and Kristian Kromant 
(borii 18^6) stand in the first rank. 

Land (Mind, vol. iii. 1878) and G. von Antal (1888) 
have written on j>hilosophy in Holland. Down to the 
middle of the nineteenth century the field was occupied by 
an idealism based upon the ancients, in particular upon 
IMato: Franz Henisterlmis (1721-90; Works, new ed., 
1846-50), and the philologists Wyttenbach and Van 
Heusde. Then Cornelius Wilhelm OpzoomerJ (1821-92: 
j^rofessor in Utrecht) brought in a new movement. Opzoo- 
mer favors empiricism. He starts from Mill and Comte, but 
goes ])eyond them in important points, and assigns faith a 
field of its own beside knowledge. In opposition to aprio- 
risni he seeks to show that experience is capable of yielding 
universal and necessary truths; that space, time, and 
causality are received along with the content of thought; 
that mathematics itself is based upon experience; and that 
the method of natural science, esj)ecially deduction, must be 
applied to the mental sciences. The philosophy of mind 
considers man as an individual being, in his connection witli 
others, in relation to a higher being, and in his develop¬ 
ment; accordingly it divides into psychology (which includes 
logic, aesthetics, and ethology), sociology, the philosophy of 
religion, and the philosophy of history. Central to Opzoo- 

* Hoffding: The Foundations of Human Ethics, 1876, German 
translation, 1880 ; Outlines of Psychology, 1882, English translation by 
Lowndes, 1891, from the German translation, 1887 ; Ethics, 1SS7, 
German translation by Bendixen, 1888. 

t Kroman : Our Knowledge of Nature, German translation, 1883 ; 
A Brief Logic and Psychology, German translation by Bendixen, 1890. 

t Opzoomer: The Method of Science, a Handbook of Logic, 
German translation by Schwindt, 1852 ; Religion, German translation 
by Mook, 1869. 
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mer's system is his doctrine of the five sources of know¬ 
ledge : Sensation, the feeling of pleasure and pain, aesthetic, 
moral, and religious feeling. If we build on the foundation 
of the first three alone, w’e end in materialism; if we leave 
the last unused, we reach positivism; if we make religious 
feeling the sole judge of truth, mysticism is the outcome. 
The criteria of science are utility and progress. These are 
still wanting in the mental sciences, in which the often 
answered but never decided questions continually recur, 
because we have neither derived the principles chosen as the 
basis of the deduction from an exact knowledge of the 
phenomena nor tested the results by experience. The 
causes of this defective condition can only be removed by 
imitating the study of nature: we must learn that no con¬ 
clusions can be reached except from facts, and that we are 
to strive after knowledge of phenomena and their laws alone. 
VVe have no right to assume an essence'’ of things beside 
and in addition to phenomena, which reveals itself in them 
or hides behind them. Pupils of Opzoomer are his succes¬ 
sor in his Utrecht chair, Van der Wyck, and Pierson. We 
may also mention J. N. Land, who has done good service 
in editing the works of Spinoza and of Geulincx, and the 
philosopher of religion Rauwenhoff (1888). 

On the system of the Hungarian philosopher Cyrill 
Horvath (died 1884 at Pesth) see the essay by E. Nemes 
in the Zcitschrijt fiir Philosophic, vol. Ixxxviii. 1886. Since 
1889 a review, Problems of Philosophy and Psychology, has 
appeared at Moscow in Russian, under the direction of 
Professor N. von Grot. 
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GERMAN PHILOvSOPHY SINCE THE DEATH OE 

HEGEL. 

With Hegel the glorious dynasty which, with a strong 
hand, had guided the fate of German philosophy since the 
conclusion of the preceding century disappears. From his 
death (1831) we may date the second period of post-Kantian 
philosophy,* which is markedly and unfavorably distinguish¬ 
ed from the first by a decline in the power of speculative 
creation and by a division of effort. If previous to this the 
philosophical public, comprising all the cultured, had been 
eagerly occupied with prid)Iems in common, and had 
followed with unanimous interest the work of those wlio 
were laboring at them, during the last fifty years the interest 
of wider circles in philosophical (]uestions has grown much 
less active; almost every thinker goes his own >vay, giving 
heed only to congenial voices; the inner connection of the 
schools has been broken down; the touch with thinkers of 
dilTcrent views has been lost. The latest decades have been 
the first to bring a change for the better, in so far as new- 
rallying points of philosophical interest have been created 
by the neo-Kantian movement, by the systems of Lotze 
and Von Hartmann, by the impulse tOAvard the philosophy 
of nature proceeding from Darwinism, by energetic labors 
in the field of practical philosophy, and by new methods 
of investigation in psychology. 

* On philosophy since 1S31 cf. vol. iii. of J. E. Erdmann’s History ; 
Ueberweg, Grundriss, part iii. H 37>-49 (English translation, noI. ii. 
pp. 292-516) ; Lange, History of Materialism ; B. Erdmann Die Phil 
osopkie dcr Gegenwart in die Deutsche Rundschau, vols. xix., xx., 
1879, June and July numbers; (A. Krohn,) Streifziige durch die 
Philosophic der Gegenumrt in the Zeitschrift filr Philosophic und 
philosophischc Kritik$ vols. Ixxxvii., IxxxLx., 1885-86; [Burt, History 
of Modern Philosophy, 18921, also the third volume of Windclband’s 
Geschichte der neueren Philosophiey when it appears. 
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1. From the Division of the Hegelian School to the 
Materialistic Controversy. 

A decade after the philosophy of Hegel had entered on 
its sui>rcmacy a division in the school was called forth by 
Strauss’s Lije of Jesus (1835). The differences were 
brought to light by the discussion of religious problems, in 
regard to which Hegel had not expressed himself with suffi¬ 
cient distinctness. The relation of knowledge and faith, as he 
had defined it, admitted of variant interpretations and 
deductions, and this in favor of Church doctrine as well as 
in opposition to it. Philosophy has the same content as 
religion, but in a difierent form, i.e., not in the form of 
representation, but in the form of the concept—^it trans¬ 
forms dogma into speculative truth. The conservative 
Hegelians hold fast to the identity of content in the two 
modes of cognition; the liberals, to the alteration in form, 
which, they assert, brings an alteration in content with 
it. According to Hegel the lower stage is “ sublated " in 
the higher, i,e., conserved as well as negated. The orthodox 
members of the school emphasize the conservation of 
religious doctrines, their justification from the side of 
the philosopher; the progressists, their negation, their 
overcoming by the speculative concept. The general 
question, whether the ecclesiastical meaning of a dogma is 
retained or to be abandoned in its transformation into a 
philosopheme, divides into three special questions, the 
anthropological, the soteriogical, and the theological. 
These are: whether on Hegelian principles immortality is 
to he conceived as a continuance of individual existence 
on the part of particular spirits, or only as the eternity of 
the universal reason; wdiether by the God-man the person 
of Christ is to be understood, or, on the other hand, the 
human species, the Idea of Humanity; whether personality 
belongs to the Godhead before the creation of the world, 
or whether it first attains to self-consciousness in human 
si>irits, whether Hegel was a theist or a pantheist, whether 
he teaches the transcendence or the immanence of God. 
The Old Hegelians defend the orthodox interpretation; the 
Young Hegelians oppose it. The former, Gbschel, Gablcr, 
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Hinrichs, Schaller (died 1868; History of the Philosophy of 
Nature since Bacon, 1841 seq.), J. E. Erdmann in TIalle 
(1805-S2; Body and Soul, 1837; Psychological Letters, 
1851, 6th ed., 1882; Earnest Sport, 1871, 4th ed., 1890), 
form, according to Strauss’s parliamentary comparison car¬ 
ried out by Michelet, the right ”; the latter, Strauss, 
Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer, and A. Ruge, who, with Echter- 
nieyer, edited the Hallesche, afterward Deutsche, Jahrbiicher 
fiir f4^issenschaft und Kunst, 1838-42, the “ left.” Between 
them, and forming the center,” stand Karl Rosenkranz ♦ 
in K6nigs])erg (1805-79), C. L. Michelet in Berlin (p. 16; 
Hegel, the Unrefuted World-philosopher, 1870; System of 
Philosophy, 1876 seq,), and the theologians Marheineke (a 
juipil of Daub at Heidelberg) and W. V-^atke {Philosophy of 
Religion, edited by Preiss, 1888). Contrasted with these is 
thegn)up of semi-or pseudo-Hegelians (p. 596), who declare 
themselves in accord with the theistic doctrines of the right, 
but admit that the left represents Hegel’s own opinion, or 
at least the correct deductions from his position. 

The following sshould also be mentioned as Hegelians: 
the philosopher of history. Von Cieszkowski, the pedago¬ 
gical writer, Tliaulow (at Kiel, died 1883), the philosopher 
of religion and of laAv, A. Lasson at Berlin* the aesthetic 
writers Hotho, Friedrich Theodor Vischer t (1807-87), 
and Max Schasler {Critical History of AEsihetics, 1872; 
^Esthetics, 1886), the historians of philosophy, Schwegler 
(died 1857; History of Greek Philosophy, 1859, 4th ed., 
1886, edited by Karl Kostlin, whose JEsthetics appeared 
1869), Eduard Zeller J of Berlin (born 1814), and Kuno 
Fischer (born 1824; 1856-72 professor at Jena, since then at 
Heidelberg; Logic and Metaphysics, 2d. ed., 1865). While 
Weissenborn (died 1874) is influenced by Schleiermacher 

* K. Rosenkranz: Psychologv, 1837, .3d cd., 1863: Science of the 
Logical Idea, 1858 ; Studies, 1839 seq,, New Studies, 1875 seq, ; 
.Esthetics of the Ugly, 1853 ; several works on the history of poetry. 

t Vischer: /Esthetics, 1846-58: Critical Excursions, 1844 seq,; 
several Hefte " Altes and Neues/* The diary in the second part of 
the novel Auch Einer develops an original pantheistic view of the 
world. 

i Zeller : The Philosophy of the Greeks in its Historical Develop¬ 
ment, 5 vols., 3d ed., vol. i. 5th ed. [English translation, 1868 scq,\ ; 
three collections of Addresses and Essays, 1865, 1877, 1884, 
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also, and Zeller and Fischer strive hack toward Kant, 
fohannes Volkelt* in Wurzburg (born 1848), who started 
from Hegel and advanced through Schopenhauer and Hart- 
niaiin. has of late years established an independent noetical 
position and has done good service by his energetic oppo¬ 
sition to positivism {Das Dcnkcn als Hiilfiwstellungs — 
Thatujkcit und als Anpassungsi^organg in the Zeitschrijt 
f iir Philosophic, vols. xcvi., xcvii., 1889-SX)). 

The leaders of the Hegelian left require more detailed 
consideration. In David Friedrich Strauss f (1808-74, 
lx)rn and died at Liidwigsburg) the philosophy of religion 
becomes a historical criticism of the liible and of dogmatics. 
The biblical narratives are, in great part, not history (this 
has been the common error alike of the super-naturalistic 
and of the rationalistic inteq>reters), but myths, that is, 
suprasensible facts presented in the form of history and 
in syniliolic language. It is evident from the contradictions 
in the narratives and the impossibility of miracles that we 
are not liere concerned with actual events. The myths 
possess (speculative, absolute) truth, but no (historical) 
reality. They are unintentional creations of the popular 
imagination; the spirit of the community speaks in the 
authors of the Gospels, using the historical factor (the life- 
history of Jesus) with mythical embellishments as an 
investiture for a supra-historical. eternal truth (the specu¬ 
lative Idea of incarnation). The God become man, in whicli 
the infinite and the finite, the divine nature and the human, 
are united, is the human race. The Idea of incarnation 
manifests itself in a multitude of examples which supple¬ 
ment one another, instead of pouring forth its whole full¬ 
ness in a single one. The (real) Idea of the race is to be 

* VoIkcJt : The Phantasy in Dreams, 1875 ; Kant's Theory of Know¬ 
ledge, On the Possibility of Metaphysics, inaugural address at 

I’.asle, 1884; Experience and Thought, Critical Foundation of the 
Theory of Knowledge, 18S6; Lectures Introductory to the Philosophy 
of the Present Time (delivered in Frankfort«K>n-the-Main), 1892. 

t Strauss : The Life of Jesus, 1835-36, 4tli cd., 1840 [English trans¬ 
lation by George Eliot, 2d ed., 1893] ; the same “for the German 
People,” 1864 [English translation, 1865] ; Christian Dogmatics^ 
184^41; Voltaire, 1870; Collected Writings, 12, vols., edited by 
Zeller, 1876 78. On Strauss cf. Zeller, 1874 [English, 1874], and 
Hausralh, 1876-78. 
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substituted for a single individual as the subject of the 
predicates (resurrection, ascension, etc.) which the Church 
ascribes to Christ. The Son of God is Humanity. 

in his second principal work Strauss criticises the dogmas 
of Christianity as sliarply as he had criticised the Gospel 
narrative in the first one. nie historical development of 
these has of itself efl'ected their destruction; the history of 
dogma is the objective criticism of dogma. Christianity and 
philosophy, theism and ])antheism. dualism and immanence, 
are irreconcilable opposites. To be able to know we must 
cease to believe. Dogma is the product of the unphilosu- 
phical, uncultured consciousness; belief in revelation, only 
for those who have not yet risen to reason. In the trans¬ 
formation of religious representations into philosophical 
Ideas nothing specifically representative is left; the form of 
representation must be actually overcome. The Christian 
contraposition of the present world and that which is 
beyond is explained by the fact that the sensuo-rational 
spirit of man, so long as it does not philosophically know 
itself as the unity of the infinite and the finite, but only 
feels itself as finite, seiisuo-empirical consciousness, projects 
the infinite, which it has in itself, as though this were some¬ 
thing foreign, looks on it as something beyond the world. 
This separation of faith is entirely unphilosophical; it is the 
mission of the philosopher to reduce all that is beyond the 
world to the present. Thus for him immortality is not some¬ 
thing to come, but the spirit’s own power to rise above the 
finite to the Idea. And like future existence, so the tran¬ 
scendent God also disappears. The absolute is the universal 
unity of the world, which posits and sublates the individual 
as its modes. God is the being in all existence, the life in 
all that lives, the thought in all that think; he does not 
stand as an individual person beside and above other per¬ 
sons, but is the infinite which personifies itself and attains 
to consciousness in human spirits, and this from eternity; 
before there was a humanity of earth there were stpirits on 
other stars, in whom God reflected himself. 

Three decades later Strauss again created a sensation by 
his confession of materialism and atheism. The Old Faith 
and the New, 1872 (since the second edition, "‘With a 
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Postscript as Preface in which he continues tlie conflict 
against religious dualism. The question “ Arc we ”—the 
cultured men of the day—“still Christians?” is answered 
in the negative. Christianity is a cult of poverty, despising 
tlie world, and antagonistic to labor and culture; but we 
have learned to esteem science and art, riches and 
acquisition, as the chief levers of culture and of human 
])r()gress. Christianity dualistically tears apart body and 
soul, time and eternity, tlie world and God; we need no 
Creator, for the life-process has neither beginning nor end. 
The world is framed for the highest reason, it is true, but it 
has not been framed by a highest reason. Our highest Idea 
is the All, which is conformed to law, and instinct with life 
and reason, and our feeling tow-ard the universe—the con¬ 
sciousness of dependence on its laws—exercises no less of 
ethical influence, is no less full of reverence, and no less 
exposed to injury from an irreverent pessimism, than the 
feeling of the devout of the old type toward their God. 
Hence the answer to the second question “ Have we still a 
religion ? ” may be couched in the affirmative. The new 
faith does not need a cultus and a Church. Since the dry 
services of the free congregations offer nothing for the 
fancy and the spirit, the edification of the heart must be 
accomplished in other ways—by participation in the in¬ 
terests of humanity, in the national life, and. not last, by 
aesthetic enjoyment. Thus in his last work, which in two 
appendices reaches a discussion of the great German poets 
and musicians, the old man returns to a tliought to which 
he had given earlier expression, that the religious ciiltus 
should be replaced by the cultus of genius. 

As Strauss went over from Hegelianism to pantheism, 
so Ludwig Feuerbach t (1804-72), a son of the great 
jurist, Anselm Feuerbach, after he had for a short time 
moved in the same direction, took the opposite, the indi¬ 
vidualistic course, only, like Strauss, to end at last in 

• English translation by Mathildc Blind, 1873. 

t Feuerbach was born at Landshut, studied at Heidelberg and Berlin, 
habilitated, 1828, at Erlangen, and lived, 1836'6D, in the village of 
Bruckberg, not far from Bayreuth, and from 1860 until his death in 
Rcchcnb€Tg, a suburb of Nuremberg. Collected Worl^i, in 10 vols., 
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materialism. “ My first thought,” as he himself describes 
the course of his development, “ was God; my second, 
reason; my third and last, man.” As theology has been 
overcome by Hegel’s philosophy of reason, so this in 
turn must give place to tlie philosophy of man. “ The 
new philosophy makes man, including nature as his basis, 
the highest and sok‘ subject of philosophy, and, conse¬ 
quently, anthropology the universal science.” Only that 
which is immediately self-evident is true and divine. But 
only that which is sensible is evident {sonnenklar) ; it is 
only where sensibility begins that all doubt and conflict 
cease. Sensible beings alone are true, real beings; exist¬ 
ence in space and time is alone existence; truth, reality, 
and sensibility are identical. While the old philosophy 
took for its starting point the principle, “ I am an 
a-hstract, a merely thinking being; the body does not 
belong to my essence,” the new philosophy, on the other 
hand, begins with the principle, ”I am a real, a sensible 
being; the body in its totality is my ego, my essence itself.” 
Feuerbach, however, uses the concept of sensibility in so 
wide and vague a sense that, supported—or deceived—by the 
ambiguity of the word sensation, he includes under it even 
the most elevated and sacred feelings. Even the olqects 
of art are seen, heard, and felt; even the souls of other 
men are sensed. In the sensations the deepest and highest 
truths are concealed. Not only the external, but the 
internal also, not only flesh, but spirit, not only the thing, 
but the ego, not only the finite, the phenomenal, but alsf’ 
the tnie divine essence is an object of the senses. Sensa¬ 
tion proves the existence of objects outside our head— 
there is no other proof of being than love, than sensation 
in general. Everything is perceivable by the senses, if not 
directly, yet indirectly, if not with the vulgar, untrained 
senses, yet with the “ cultivated senses,” if not with the 

] 846-66. The chief works arc entided : P. Baylc^ 1838, 2d ed., 1844 ; 
Philosophy and Christianiiy, 1839 ; The Essence of Christianity, 1841, 
4th cd., 1883 [English translation by George Eliot, 1854] ; Principles 
of the Philosophy of the Future, 184.3 ; The Essence of Religion, 1845 ; 
Theogony, 1857 ; God, Freedom, and Immortality, 1866. Karl Grun, 
1874, C. N. Starcke, 1885, and W. Bolin, 1891, treat of Feuerbach. 

38 
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eye of the anatomist or chemist, yet with that of tl\e 
philosopher. All our ideas spring from the senses, but 
their production requires communication and converse 
between man and man. The higher concepts cannot be 
derived from the individual Ego without a sensuously given 
Thou; the highest object of sense is man; man does not 
reach concepts and reason in general by himself, l)ut only 
as one of two. The nature of man is contained in com¬ 
munity alone; only in life with others and for others does 
he attain his destiny and happiness. The conscience is tlie 
ego putting itself in the place of another who has been 
injured. Man with man, the unity of I and Thou, is God, 
and God is love. 

To the philosophy of religion hY'iierbach assigns the task 
of giving a psychological explanation of the genesis of 
religion, instead of showing reason in religion. In bidding 
us 'believe in miracles dogma is a prohibition to think. 
Hence the philosopher is not to justify it, but to uncover 
the illusion to which it ow-es its origin. Sj>eculative theo¬ 
logy is an intoxicated philosophy; it is time to become 
sober, and to recognize that jdiilosophy and religion are 
diametrically opposed to each other, that they are related 
to each other as health to disease, as thought to phantasy. 
Religion arises from the fact that man objectifies his own 
true essence, and opposes it to himself as a personal being, 
without coming to a consciousness of this divestment of 
.self, of the identity of the divine and human nature. Hence 
the Hegelian principles, that the absolute is self-consciou.s- 
ness, that in man God knows himself, must be reversed: 
self-consciousness is the absolute; in his God man knows 
himself only. The Godhead is our own universal nature, 
freed from its individual limitations, intuited and wor¬ 
shiped as another, independent being, distinct from us. 
God is self objectified, the inner nature of man expressed; 
man is the beginning, the middle, and the end of religion. 
All theology is antliropology^ for all religion is a self¬ 
deification of man. In religion man makes a division in his 
own nature, posits himself as double, first as limited fas a 
human individual), then as unlimited, raised to infinity 
(as God); and this deified self he worships in order to 
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obtain from it the satisfaction of his needs, which the course 
of the world leaves unmet. Thus religion grows out of 
egoism: its basis is the difference between our will and our 
power; its aim, to set us free from the dependence which 
we feel before nature. (Like culture, religion seeks to make 
nature an intelligible and compliant being, only that in tliis 
it makes use of the supernatural instruments faith, prayer, 
and magic; it is only gradually that men learn to attack the 
evils by natural means). That which man himself is not. 
but wishes to be, that he represents to himself in liis gods 
/IS existing; they are the wishes of man’s heart transformed 
into real beings, his longing alter happiness satisfied by the 
fancy. 'The same holds true of all dogmas: as God is the 
affirmation of our wishes, so the world beyond is the 
]>resent embellished and idealized by the fancy. Instead of 
‘God is merciful, is love, is omnipotent, he performs mira¬ 
cles and hears prayers,'’ the statement must be reversed: 
mercy, love, omnipotence, to perform miracles, and to hear 
prayers, is divine. In the sacraments of baptism and the 
Lord’s supper F'euerbach sees the truth that water and 
food are indispensable and divine. As Feuerbach, follow¬ 
ing out this naturalistic tendency, reached the extreme of 
materialism, the influence of his philosophy—whose differ ¬ 
ent phases there is no occasion to trace out in detail—had 
already passed its culmination. From his later writings 
little mere has found its way into public notice than ihtt 
pun, that man is {ist) what he eats (isst). 

The remaining members of the Hegelian left may be 
treated more briefly. Bruno Bauer’*' (died in 1882; his 
principal work is the Critique oj the Symoptics, in three 
volumes, 1841-42, which had been preceded, in 1840, by a 
Critique of the Evangelical History oj John) at first 
l^elonged on the right of the school, but soon went over to 
the extreme left. He explains the Gospel narratives as 
creations with a purpose (Tendensdichtungen), as inten¬ 
tional, but not deceitful, inventions, from which, despite 
their unreality, history may well be learned, inasmuch as 

*Not to l>c confused with the head of the Tubingen School, 
Ferdinand Christian Baur (died 1S60). 
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they reflect, the spirit of the time in which they were cons- 
tructed. His own publications and those of his brother 
Edgar are much more radical after the year 1844. In these 
the brothers advocate the standpoint of '‘pure or absolute 
criticism/’ which extend itself to all things and events for 
nr against which sides are taken from any quarter, and 
calmly watches how everything destroys itself. As soon as 
anything is admitted, it is no longer true. Nothing is abso¬ 
lutely valid, all is vain; it is only the criticising, all-dcstroy-■ 
ing ego, free from all ethical ties, that possesses truth. 

One further step was possible beyond Feuerbach and 
Mruno Bauer, that from the community to the particular, 
selfish individual, from the criticising, therefore thinking, 
ego, to the ego of sensuous enjoyment. This step was taken 
in that curious book The Indvindual and his Property, 
which Kaspar Schmidt, who died in 1856 at Berlin, pub¬ 
lished in 1845 (2d ed., 1882), under the pseudonym of 
Max Stirner. The Individual of whom the title speaks is 
the egoist. For me nothing is higher than myself; I use 
men and use up the world for my own pleasure. I seek to 
be and have all that 1 can be and have; I have a right to all 
that is within my power. Morality is a delusion, justice, 
like all Ideas, a phantom. Those who believe in ideals, 
and worship such generalities as self-consciousness, man. 
society, are still deep in the mire of prejudice and supersti¬ 
tion, and have banished the old orthodox phantom of the 
Deity only to replace it by a new one. Nothing whatever 
is to be respected. 

Among the opponents of the Hegelian philosophy the 
members of the “theistic school.” who have above (p. 589) 
been designated as semi-Hegelians, approximate it most 
closely. These endeavor, in part retaining the dialectic 
method, to blend the immanence of the absolute, which 
philosophy cannot give up and concerning which Hegel had 
erred only by way of over-emphasis, with the transcend¬ 
ence of God demanded by Christian consciousness, to estab¬ 
lish a theism which shall contain pantheism as a moment in 
itself. God is present in all creatures, yet distinct from 
them; he is intramundane as well as extramundane; he is 
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self-conscious personality, free creative spirit, is this from 
all eternity, and does not first become such through the 
world-development. He does not need the world for his 
perfection, but out of his goodness creates it. Philosophy 
must begin with the living Godhead instead of beginning, 
like Hegel's Logic, with the empty concept of being. For 
the categories—as Schelling had already objected—express 
necessary forms or general laws only, to which all reality 
must conform, but which are never capable of generating 
reality; the content which appears in them and which 
obeys them, can only l>e created by a i^eity, and only empi¬ 
rically cognized. This is the standpoint of Christian Her¬ 
mann Weisse* in Ivcipsic (1801-66), Kar! Philipp Fischert 
in Erlangen (1807-85), Immanuel Hermann FichteJ (1797- 
1879; 1842-65 professor in Tfigingcn), and the follower 
of Schleicnnacher, Julius Braiiiss in Breslau (1792-1X73) 
The following hold similar views, influenced, like Weisse 
and K. Ph. Fischer, by Schelling: Jacob Senglcr of Frei- 
Imrg (1799-1878; The Idea of GoJ, 1X45 seq,), Leopold 
Schmid of Giessen (1808-69; cf. p. 516, note), Johannes 
Huber (died 1879), Moritz Carriereg (born 1817), both 
in Munich, K. Steffensen of Basle (1816-88; Collected 
Essays, 1890), and Karl Heyder in Erlangen (1812-86; 
The Doctrine of Ideas, vol. i. 1874). t'halybaeus at Kiel 
(died 1862), and Friedrich Harms at Berlin (died 188tl; 
Metaphysics, posthumously edited by H. Wiese, 1885), 
who, like I'ortlage (p. 515) and I. H. l-'ichte, start from 
the system of the elder Fichte, should also be mentioned as 
sympathizing with the opinions of those who have been 

•Weisse: System of /Esthetics, I'SSO ; The Idea of the Godhead, 
1B33 ; Philosophical Dogmatics, 1855. His pupil Rudolf Seydel has 
published several of his postluunous works ; H. Lotze also acknow 1- 
edges that h.e owes much to Weisse. Riid. Seydel in Lcipsic (fjorn 
183.5), Logic, 1866; Ethics, 1874 ; cf. p. 17. 

t K. Ph. Fischer : The Idea of the Godhead, 1839 ; Outlines oi the 
System of Philosophy, 1848 seq. ; The Untruth of Sensationdism and 
Materialism, 1853. 

1 1. H. Fichte : System of Ethics, 1850-53, the first volume of which 
gives a history of moral philosophy since 1750; Anthropology, 1856, 
3d cd., 1876 ; Psychology, 1864. 

SCarri^re: Esthetics, 1859, 3d cd., 1885 ; The Moral Order of the 
World, 1877, 2d cd., 1891 ; Art in connection with the Development 
* uj Ctilutrc, 5 vols., 1863-73. 
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named. The same may be said, further, of Hermann Ulrici'‘ 
of Halle (1806-84), for many \‘ears the editor of the Zeit' 
schrift jilr Philosophic und philosophische Kritik, founded 
in 1837 by the younger Fichte and now edited by the author 
of this History, which, as the organ of the thcistic school, 
opposed, first, the pantheism of the Young Hegelians, and 
then the revived materialism of the Young Hegelians, and 
then the revived materialism so loudly proclaimed after thc’ 
middle of the centuiy\ This /Leitschrijt of Fichte and 
Ulrici, following the altered circumstances of the time, has 
experienced a change of aim, so that it now seeks to serve 
idealistic efforts of every shade; while the Philosophische 
Monatshejte (founded by Bcrgmann in 1868, edited subse- 
(jiiently by Schaarschmidt. and now) edited by P. Natorp of 
Manburg, favors neo-Kantianism, and the Vicrtcljahrssch- 
lift filr zvissciischaftlichc Philosophic (begun in 1877, and) 
edited by R. Avenarius of Zurich, especially cultivates those 
parts of philosophy which are open to exact treatment. 

The appearance of materialism was the consequence ol 
the flagging of the philosophic spirit, on the one hand, and, 
on the other, of the dissatisfaction of tlie representatives 
of natural science with the constructions of the vSchelling- 
Hegelian school. If the German naturalist is especiallv 
exposed to the danger of judging all reality from the section 
of it with which he is familiar, from the world of material 
substances and mechanical motions, the reason lies in the 
fact that he does not find it easy, like the Englishman for 
example, to let the scientific and the philosophico-religious 
views of the world go on side by side as two entirely 
heterogeneous modes of looking at things. The meta¬ 
physical impulse to generalization and unification spurs 
him on to break down the boundary between the two 
spheres, and, since the physical view of things has become 
part of his flesh and blood, psychical phenomena are for 
him nothing but brain-vibrations, and the freedom of the 

* Ulrici : 0« Shakspere^s Dramatic Art, 1839, 3d cd., 1868 [English, 
1876] ; Faith and Knowledge, 1858 ; God and Nature, 1861, 2d ed., 
1866; God and Man, in rvvo volumes, Body and Soul, 1866, 2d cd., 
1874, and Natural L>aw, 1872 ; various treatises on Logic—in which 
consciousness is based on the distinguishing activity, and the categories 
concei^ ed as functional modes of this—on Spiritualism, etc. 
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will and all religious ideas, nothing but illusions. The 
materialistic controversy broke out most actively at the 
convention of naturalists at Gottingen in 1854, when 
Rudolph Wagner in his address On the Creation of Man 
and the Substance of the Soul” declared, in opposition to 
Karl Vogt, that there is no physiological reason for 
denying the descent of man from one pair and an imma¬ 
terial immortal soul. Vogt’s answer was entitled ‘'Collier 
Faith and Science.” Among others Schaller {Body and 
Soul, 1855), J. B. Meyer in a treatise with the same title, 
1856, and the Jena physicist, Karl Snell,* took part in thfe 
controversy by way of criticism and mediation. A much 
liner nature than the famous leaders of materialism— 
Moleschott (77tc Circle of Life, 1852, in answer to Liebig's 
Chemical Letters), and Louis Buchner, with whose Force 
and Matter (1855, 16th ed., 1888; English translation by 
Collmgwood, 4th ed., 1884) the gymnasiast of to-day still 
satisfies his freethinking needs -is IT. Czolbe (1819-73; 
New Exposition of Sensationalism, 1855; The Limits and 
Origin of Human Knowledge, 1865), who, on ethical 
grounds, demands the exclusion of everything suprasensible 
and contentment wdth the given world of phenomena, but 
liolds that, besides matter and motion, eternal, purposive 
forms and original sensations in a world-soul are necessary 
to explain organic and psychical phenomena. 

2. New Systems : Trendelenburg, Fechner, Lotze, and 
Hartmann. 

The speculative impulse, especially in the soul of the 
German people, is ineradicable. It has neither allowed 
itself to be discouraged by the collapse of the Hegelian 
edifice, nor to be led astray by the clamor of the apostles of 
empiricism, nor to be intimidated by the papal proclamation 
of the infallibility of Thomas Aqiiinas.t Manifold attempts 

* Snell (1S06-86) : The Materialistic Question, 1S5S ; The Creation 
of Man, 1863. R. Seydcl has edited Lectures on the Descent of Man, 
18S8, from Snell’s posthumous writings. 

t In 1879 a .summons was sent forth from Rome for the revival and 
dissemination of the Thornistic system as the only true philosophy (cf. 
R. Eucken, Die Philosophic dcs Thomas von Aquino und die Kultttr 
der Neuzeit, 1886). This movement is supported by the journals, 
Jahrbuch fiir Philosophic und spef^ulative Theologie, edited by Priv 
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have been made at a new conception of the world, and with 
varying success. Of the earlier theories^ only two have 
been able to gather a circle of adherents—the dualistic 
theism of Gunther (1783-1863), and the organic view of 
the world of 'Trendelenburg (1802-72). 

Anton Gunther (engaged in autliorship from 1827; 
Collected Writings, 1881; Anti-Savarcse, edited with an 
appendix by P. Knoodt), who in 1857 was compelled to 
retract his views, invokes the spirit of Descartes in opposi¬ 
tion to the Hegelian pantheism. In agreement with 
Descartes, Gunther starts from self-consciousness (in the 
ogo being and thought are identical), and brings not only 
the Creator and the created world, but also nature (to 
which the soul is to be regarded as belonging) and spirit 
into a relation of exclusive opposition, yet holds that in 
man nature (body and soul) and spirit are united, and that 
they interact without prejudice to their qualitative differ¬ 
ence. J. H. Pabst, (died in 1838 in Vienna), Theodor 
Weber of Breslau, Knoodt of Bonn (died 1889), V. Knauer 
of Vienna and others are Giintherians. 

Adolf Trendelenburgt of Berlin, the acute critic of 
Hegel and Herbart, in his own thinking goes back to the 

lessor E. Coinmer of Munster, 18^ seg,, and Philosophischcs lahrhitclt^ 
edited, at the instance and with the support of the Otirres Society, by 
Professor Const. Guiberlct of Fulda, 1888 seq. While the text-b^ks 
of Hagcmann, Stoeckl, Gutbcriet, Pcsch, Commer, C. M. Schneider, 
and others also follow Scholastic lines, K. Mzano (died 1848), M. 
Dcutinger (died 1864) and his pupil Ncudcckcr, Oischingcr, Michelis, 
and W. Rosenkrantz (1821-74; Science of Knowledge, 1866-68), \vlu> 
was influenced by Schelling, have taken a freer course. 

•Trahndorff, gyrnnasial professor in Berlin (1782-1863), /Esthetics, 
1827 (cf. E. von Hartmann in the Philosophise he Monatshefte^ vol. xxii. 
1886, p. 59 seq,, and J. von Billewicz, in the same, vol. xxi. 1885, p. 56J 
» J* F* Rehf in Tiibingen : System of the Determinations of the 
Will, 1842 ; K. Chr. Planck (died 1880): The Ages of the World, 1850 
seq, ; Testament of a German, edited by Karl Kostlin, 1881 ; F. Rose 
(1815-59), On the Method of the Knowledge of the Absolute, 1841 : 
Psychology as Introduction to the Philosophy of Individuality, 1856. 
^anuel Shiirer follows Rose. Friedrich Rohmer (died 1856) : 
Science of God, Science of Man, in Friedrich Rohmers Wissenschaft 
und Leben, edited by Bluntschli and Rud. Scvcrlcn, 6 vols., 1871-92. 

t Trendelenburg : Logical Investigations, 1840, 3d ed., 1870; His¬ 
torical Contributions to Philosophy, 3 voLs., 1846, 1855, 1^7; Natural 
Law on the Basis of Ethics, 1860, 2d cd., 1868. On Trendelenburg 
cf. Eucken in the Philosophische Monatshefte, 1884. 
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philosophy of Uie past, especially to that of Aristotle. 
Motion and pur|X)se are for him fundamental facts, which 
are common to 'both being and thinking, which mediate 
between the two, and make the agreement of knowledge and 
reality possible. The ethical is a higher stage of the organic. 
Space, time, and the categories are forms of thought as well 
as of being; the logical form must not be separated from 
the content, nor the concept from intuition. We must not 
fail to mention that Trendelenburg introduced a peculiar 
and fruitful method of treating the history of philoso])hy, 
viz., the historical investigation of jxirticular concepts, in 
which Teichmiiller of Dorpat (1832-88; Studies in the His- 
tory of Concepts, 1874; Nezo Studies in the History of 
Concepts, 1876-79; The Immortality of the Soul, 2d ed., 
1879; The Nature of Love, 1880; Literary Quarrels in the 
Fourth Century before Christ, 1881 and 1884), and Eucken 
of Jena (cf. pp. 17 and 623) have followed his example. Kym 
in Zurich (h(»rn 1822; Metaphysical Investigations, 1875; 
The Problem of livil, 1878) is a pupil of Trendelenburg. 

Of more recent systematic attempts the following appear 
worthy of mention: Von Kirchmann (1802-84; from 

1868 editor of the Philosophische Bibliothek), The Philo¬ 
sophy of Knowledge, 1865; Esthetics, 1868; On the Prin¬ 
ciples of Realism, 1875; Catechism of Philosophy, 2d ed., 
1881; E. Duhring (born 1833), Natural Dialectic, 1865; 
The Value of Life, 1865, 3d ed.. 1881; Critical History of 
the Principles of Mechanics, 1873, 2d ed., 1877; Course of 
Philosophy, 1875 (cf. on Duhring, Helene Druskowitz, 
1889); J. Baumann of Gottingen (born 1837), Philosophy 
as Orientation concerning the World, IS72; Handbook of 
Ethics, 1879; Elements of Philosophy, 1891; L. Noire, The 
Monistic Idea, 1875, and many other w’orks; Erohschammer 
of Munich (born 1821), The Phantasy as the Fundamental 
Principle of the World-process, 1877; On the Gefiesis of 
Humanity, and its Spiritual Development in Religion, 
Morality and. Language, 1883; On the Organimtion and 
Culture of Human Society, 1885. 

In the first rank of the tliinkers who have made their ap¬ 
pearance since Hegel and Herbart stand Fechner and Lotze, 
both masters in the use of exact metliods yet at the same 
time with their whole souls devoted to the highest ques- 
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tions, and superior to their contemporaries in breadth of 
view as in the importance and range of their leading ideas— 
Fechner a dreamer and sober investigator by turns, Lotze 
with gentle hand reconciling the antitheses in life and science. 

Gustav Theodor Fechner* (1801-87; professor at Leip- 
sic) opposes the abstract separation of God and the world, 
which has found a place in natural inquiry and in theolog>' 
alike, and brings the two into the same relation of corres¬ 
pondence and reciprocal reference as the soul and the body. 
-I he spirit gives cohesion to the manifold of material parts, 
and needs them as a basis and material for its unifying acti¬ 
vity. As our ego connects the manifold of our activities 
and states in the unity of consciousness, so the divine spirit 
is the supreme unity of consciousness for all being and 
becoming. In the spirit of God everything is as in ours, only 
expanded and enhanced. Our sensations and feelings, our 
thoughts and resolutions are His also, only that He, who.se 
body all nature is, and to whom not only that which ttilce.s 
place in spirits is open, but also that which goes on between 
them, perceives more, feels deeper, thinks higher, and wills 
better things than w^e. According to the analogy of the 
human organism, both the heavenly bodies and plants are to 
be conceived as beings endowed with souls, although they 
lack nerves, a brain, and voluntary motion. How could the 
earth bring forth living beings, if it were itself dead ? Shall 
not the flower itself rejoice in the color and fragrance which 
it produces, and with which it refreshes us ? Though its psy¬ 
chical life may not exceed that of an infant, its sensations, 
at all events, since they do not form the basis of a higher 
activity, are superior in force and richness to those of the 
animal. Thus the human soul stands intermediate in the 


*Nanna, or on the Psychical Ufe oj Plants, 1848 ; 2.cnd-Avesta^ or 
on the Things of Heaven and the World Beyond, 1851 ; Physical and 
Philosophical Atomism, 1855 ; The Three Motives and Grounds of 
Belief, 1863 ; The Day View, 1879 : Elements of Aisthetics, 1876 ; 
Elements of Psycho-physics, J860 ; In the Cause of Psycho-physics, 
1877 ; Review of the Chief Points in Psycho-physics, 1882 ; oj 

the Life after Death, 1856 ; 3d ed., 1887 ; On the Highest Good, 1^6 ; 
Four Paradoxes, 1846; On the Question of the Soul, 1861 ; Minor 
Worlds hy Dr, Mises (Fcchncr’s pseudonym), 1875. On Fechner c£. 
J. £. Kuntze, Leipsic, 1892. 



FECHNEk 


603 


scale of psychical life: beneath and about us are the souls 
of plants and animals, above us the spirits of the earth and 
stars, which, sharing in and encompassing the deeds and 
destinies of their inhabitants, are in their turn eimbraced by 
the consciousness of the universal spirit. The omnipres¬ 
ence of the divine spirit affords at the same time the means 
of escaping from the desolate night view ” of modern 
science, which looks upon the world outside the perceiving 
individual as dark and silent. No, light and sound are not 
merely subjective plienomcna within us, but extend around 
us with abjective reality—^as sensations of the divine spirit, 
to which everything tliat vibrates resounds and shines. 

The door of the world beyond also opens to tlie key of 
analogy. Similar laws unite the here with the hereafter. 
As intuition prepares the way for memor>’, and lives on in 
it, so the life of earth merges iu the future life, and con¬ 
tinues active in it, deviated to a higher plane. Fechner 
treats the problem of evil in a way peculiar to himself. We 
must not consider the fact of evil apart from the effort to 
remove it. It is the spur to all activity—^without evil, no 
lal)Or and no progress. 

Fechner's “psycho-physics,’' a science which was founded 
by him in continuation of the investigations of Bernouilli, 
Kuler, and especially of K, 11. Weber, wears an entirely dif¬ 
ferent aspect from that of his metaphysics (the '‘day 
view,” moreover does not claim to be knowledge, but belief 
—:tihough a belief which is historically, practically, and 
theoretically well-grounded). This aims to be an exact 
science of the relations between ])ody and mind, and to reach 
indirectly what Ilcrbart failed to reach by direct methods, 
that is, a measurement of psychical magnitudes, using in 
this attempt the least observable, differences in sensations 
as the unit of measure. Weber's law of the dependence 
of the intensity of the sensation on the strength of the 
stimulus—the increase in the intensity of the sensation 
remains the same when the relative increase of the stimu¬ 
lus (or the relation of the stimuli) remains constant;* 

• Fcchner teaches: The sensation increases and diminishes in pro¬ 
portion to the logarithm of the stimulus and of the psycho-physical 
nervous activity, the latter being directly proportional lo die external 
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so that, e.g,, iu the case of light, an increase from a stinm- 
Ills of intensity 1 to one of intensity 100, gives just the 
same increase in the intensity of the sensation as an increase 
from a stimulus of intensity 2 (or 3) to a stimulus of 200 
(or 300)—is much more generally valid than its discoverer 
supposed; it holds good for all the senses. In the case of 
the pressure sense of the skin, with an original weight of 
15 .grams (laid upon the hand when at rest and supported), 
in order to produce a sensation percei>tibly greater we 
must add not 1 gram, but 5, and with an original weight of 
30 grams, not 5, but 10. Equal additions to the weights 
are not enough to jjroduce a sensation of pressure wh(j'>e 
intensity shall render it capable of being distinguished with 
certainty, but the greater the original weights the larger 
the increments must be; while the intensities of the sensa¬ 
tions fonn an arithmetical, those of the stimuli form a geo¬ 
metrical, series; the change in sensation is proportional to 
the relative change of the stimulus. Sensations of tone 
show the same proportion (3:4) as those of j>ressure; tlie 
sensibility of the muscle wsense is finer ( when weights are 
raised the proportion is 15:16), as also that of vision (the 
relative brightness of two lights whose difference of inteii- 
sity is just perceptible is 100:101). In addition to the in¬ 
vestigations on the threshold of difference there are others 
on the threshold of stimulation (the point at which a sen¬ 
sation becomes just perceptible), on attention, on methods 
of measurement, on errors, etc. Moreover, Fechner doe.s 
not fail to connect his psycho-physics, the presupp>ositions 
and results of which have recently been questioned in 
several quarters,* with his metaphysical conclusions. 
Both are pervaded by the fundamental view that body 
and spirit belong together (consequently that everything 
is endowed with a soul, and that nothing is without a 

.=;tiinulus. Others, on the contrar}^, find a direct dependence between 
nervous activity and sensation, and a logarithmic proportion between 
the external stimulus and the nervous activity. 

* So by Helmholtz ; Hering {Fechners psychophysisches Ccsctz, 
1875) ; P. Langcr (Grundlagen der Psyckophyst\, 1876) ; G. E, 
Miiller in Gottingen {Zur Grundlegung der Psychophysi^ 1878) ; F. 
A. Muller (Das Axiom der Psychophystk, 1882) ; A. Elsas (Veber die 
Psychophysil{y 1886) ; O. Liebmann (Aphorismen zur Psychologse, 
Zeitschrijt fiir Philosophic, vol. ci.—Wundt has published a number 
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material basis), nay, that they are the same essence, only 
seen from different sides. Body is the (manifold) pheno¬ 
menon for others, while spirit is the (unitary) self-pheno¬ 
menon, in which, however, the inner aspect is the truer one. 
That which appears to us as the external world of matter, 
is nothing but a universal consciousness which overlaps 
and influences our individual consciousness. This is 
Spinozisni idealistically interpreted. In aesthetics Fcchner 
shows himself an extreme representative of the principle 
of association. 

The most important of the thinkers mentioned in the 
title of this section is Rudolph Hennann Lotze (1817-81; 
born at Bautzen; a student of medicine, and philosophy 
under Weisse, in Leipsic; 1844-81 professor in Gottingen; 
died in Berlin). Like Kechner, gifted rather with a talent 
for the fine and the suggestive than for the large and the 
rigorous, with a greater reserve than the former before the 
mystical and peculiar, as acute, cautious, and thorough as 
he was full of taste and loftiness of spirit, I^otzc has 
proved that the classic philosophers did not die out with 
Hegel and Herbart. His Microcosmus (3 vols., 1856-64, 
4th ed., 1884 seqr, English translation by Hamilton and 
Jones, 3cl ed., 1888), which is more than an anthropology, 
as it is modestly entitled, and his History of Esthetics in 
Germany, 1868, which also gives more than the title 
betrays, enjoy a deserved popularity. These works were 
preceded by the Medical Psychology, 1852, and a polemic 
treatise against I. H. Fichte, 1857, as well as by a Patho¬ 
logy and a Physiology, and followed by thdl>5*3V^^7;i of Phi¬ 
losophy, which remained incomplete (part i. Logic, 1874, 
2d ed., 1881, English translation edited by Bosanquet, 2d 
ed., 1888; part ii. Metaphysics, 1879, English translation 
edited 'by Bosanquet, 2d ed., 1887). Lotze's Minor Trea- 

iti papers from his psycho-physical lalwatory in his Philosophische 
Studien, I8J^1 seq, Cf. also Hugo Miinstetberg, Heue Grtwdle^uns 
der Psychophysil{^ in Hejt iii. of his Beitrdge zur experimentellen 
Psychologic, 1889 seq. [Further, Dclbceuf, in French, and a growing 
literature in English as A. Seth, Encyclopadia Britannica, vol. xxiv. 
469-471 ; I.add, Elements of Physiological Psychology, part ii. chap, v.; 
James, Principles o/ Psychology, vol. i. p. 533 seq .; and numerous 
articles as Ward, Mind, vol. i.; fastrow, American Journal of Psycho- 
vols. i. and iii.—Ta.l 
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Uses have been published by Peipers in three volumes (1885- 
91) ; and Rehnisch has edited eii^ht sets of dictata from his 
lectures, 1871-84.* Since these “Outlines/' all of which we 
now have in new editions, make a convenient introduction 
to the Lotzean system, and are, or should be, in the posses¬ 
sion of all, a brief survey may here suffice. 

The subject of meiaphysics is reality, 'rhings which are, 
events which happen, relations which exist, representative 
contents and truths which are valid, are real. Events hap¬ 
pening and relations existing presuppose existing things as 
the subjects in and between which they happen and exist. 
The being of things is neither their being perceived (for 
when we say that a thing is we mean that it continues to 
be, even when we do not perceive it), nor a pure, unrelated 
position, its position in general, but to be is to stand in rela¬ 
tions. Further, the 7vJiai or essence of the things which 
enter into these relations cannot be conceived as passive 
quality, but only abstractly, as a rule or a law which deter¬ 
mines the connection and succession of a series of qualities. 
The nature of water, for example, is the unintuitablc some¬ 
what which contains the ground of the change of icc. first 
into the liquid condition, and then into steam, when the 
temperature increases, and conversely, of the possibility of 
changing steam back into water and ice under opposite 
conditions. And when we speak of an unchangeable 
identity of the tiling with itself, as a result of which it 
remains the same essence amid the change of its phenomena, 

• Outlines of Psychology, Practical Philosophy. Philosophy of 
Religion, Philosop^ of Nature, Lo^u and the Encrclopcdia of 
Philosophy, Metaphysics, Aesthetics, .intl ihc History of Philosophy 
since Kant, all of which may be emphatically commended to students, 
especially the one first mentioned, and, in spite f>f its subjective posi¬ 
tion, the last. [English translations of these Outlines, except the fourth 
and the last, by Ladd, 1884 scq.] On Lot/e cf. the obituaries by J. 
Itaumann {Philosophisehe Monatshefte, \oI. xvii.), H. Sommer {Im 
Neuen Reich), A. Krohn {Zeitschrift fiir Philosophic, \ol. Ixxxi. 
pp. 56-53), R. Faickenberg (Augsburg Allgcmeinc Zeitung, J88I, 
No, 233), and Rehnisch {National Zeitung, and the Revue Philoso- 
phique, vol. xii.). The last of tiiesc was reprinted in the appendix 
to the Grundziige der Acstheti\, 1^84, which contains, furdier, a 
chronological taible of Lotze’s works, essays, and critiques, as 'well 
of his lectures. Hugo Sommer has zealously devoted himself to the 
popularization of the Lotzean system. Cf., further, Fritz Koegel^ 
Lotzes Aesthetik, Gottingen, 1886, and the article by Koppclma^n 
referred to above, p. 330. 
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we -mean only the consistency with which it keeps within 
the closed series of forms aj a j, without ever going over 
into the scries b^. The relations, however, in which things 
stand, cannot pass to and fro between things like threads 
or little spirits, but are skites in things themselves, and the 
change of the former always implies a change in these inner 
states. To stand in relations mejxns to exchamje actions, fn 
order to ex^x^rience such effects from others and to exercise 
them upon others, things must neither be wholly incom¬ 
parable (as red, hard, sw'eet) and mutually indifferent, nor 
absolutely independent; if the independence of indi¬ 
vidual beings were complete the process of action would 
be entirely inconceivable. The difficulty in the concept of 
causality—^how does being a come to produce in itself a 
different state x because another being b enters into the 
state fi ?—is removed only when we look on the things as 
modes, states, ]>arts of a single comprehensive being, of 
an infinite, unconditioned substance, in so far as there is 
then only an action of the absolute on itself. Nevertheless 
the assumption that, in virtue of the unity and consistency 
of the absolute or of its impulse to self-preservation, state 
in being b follows state < in being a as an accommoda¬ 
tion or compensation follows a disturbance, is not a full 
explanation of the process of action, does not remove tlie 
difficulty as to how one state can give rise to another. 
Metaphysics is, in general, unable to show how reality is 
made, but only to remove certain contradictions which 
stand in the way of the conceivability of these notions. 
The so far empty concept of an absolute looks to the philo¬ 
sophy of religion for its content ; the conception of the 
Godhead as infinite personality fit is a person in a far 
higher sense than we) is first produced when we add to the 
ontological postulate of a comprehensive substance the ethi¬ 
cal postulate of a supreme good or a universal world-idea. 

By “thing” we understand the permanent unit subject 
of changing states. But the fact of consciousness furnishes 
the only guaranty that the different states < r are 
in reality states of one being, and not so many different 
things alternating with one aother. Only a conscious 
being, which itself effects the distinction between itself 
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and the states occurring in it, and in memory and recol¬ 
lection feels and knows itself as their identical subject, 
is actually a subject which has states. Hence, if things 
are to be real, we must attribute lo them a nature in essence 
related to that of our soul. Reality is existence for self. 
All beings are spiritual, and only spiritual beings possess 
true reality. Thus Lotze combines the monadology of 
Leibnitz with the pantheism of Spinoza, just as he under¬ 
stands how to reconcile the mechanical view of natural 
science (which is valid also for the explanation of organic 
life) w’ith the teleology and the ethical idealism of Fichte. 
The sole mission of tlie world of forms is to aid in the 
realization of the ideal purposes of the absolute, of the 
world of values. 

The ideality of space, which Kant had based on insuffi¬ 
cient grounds, is maintained by Lotze also, only that he 
makes things stand in ‘‘intellecuiar* relations, which the 
knowing subject translates into spatial language. The 
same character of subjectivity belongs not only to our 
sensations, but also to our ideas concerning the connection 
of things. Rei)resentations are results, not copies, of the 
external stimuli; cognition comes under the general con¬ 
cept of the interaction of real elements, and dej^ends, like 
every effect, as much upon the nature of the being that 
experiences the effect as upon the nature of the one which 
exerts it, or rather, more upon the former than upon the 
latter. If, nevertheless, it claims objective reality, truth 
must not be interpreted as the correspondence of thought 
and its object (the cognitive image can never be like the 
thing itself), nor the mission of cognition, made to consist 
in copying a world already finished and closed apart from 
the realm of spirits, to which mental representation is added 
as something accessory. Light and sound are not therefore 
illusions because they are not true copies of the waves of 
ether and of air from which they spring, but they arc the 
end which nature has sought to attain through these 
motions, an end, however, which it cannot attain alone, but 
only by acting upon spiritual subjects; tlie beauty and 
splendor of colors and tones are that which of right ought to 
be in the world; without the new world of representations 
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awakened in spirits by the action of external stimuli, the 
world would lack its essential culmination. The purpose of 
things is to be known, experienced, and enjoyed by spirits. 
The truth of cognition consists in the fact that it opens up 
the meaning and destination of the world. That which 
ought to be is the ground of that which is; that which is 
exists in order to the realization of values in it; the good is 
the only real. It is true that we are not permitted to pene¬ 
trate farther than to the general conviction that the Idea of 
the good is the ground and end of the world; the question, 
how the world has arisen from this supreme Idea as from 
the absolute and why just this world with its determinate 
forms and laws has arisen, is unanswerable. We under¬ 
stand the meaning of the play, but we do not see the 
machinery by which it is produced at work behind the 
stage. In ethics Lotze emphasizes with Fechner the 
insep3ral)ility of the good and pleasure: it is impossible to 
state in what the worth or goodness of a good is to con¬ 
sist, if it be conceived out of all relation to a spirit capable 
of finding enjoyment in it. 

If Lotze's philosophy harmoniously combines Herbartian 
and Fichteo-Hegelian elements, Eduard von Hartmann 
(born 1842; until 1864 a soldier, now a man of letters in 
Berlin) aims at a synthesis of Schopenhauer and Hegel; 
with the pessimism of the former he unites the evolutionism 
of the latter, and while the one conceives the nature of the 
world-ground as irrational wdll, and the other as the logical 
Idea, he follows the example of Schelling in his later days 
by making will and representation equally legitimate attri¬ 
butes of his absolute, the Unconscious. His principal theo¬ 
retical work, Thf* Philosophy oj the Unconscious, 1869 
(10th ed., 1891; English translation, by Coupland, 1884), 
w'as followed in 1879 by his chief ethical one, The Moral 
Consciousness (2d ed., 1886, in the Selected Works); the 
two works on the philosophy of religion. The Religious 
Consciousness of Humanity in the Stages of its Development, 
1881, and The Religion of Spirit, 1882, together form the 
third chief work (The Self-Disintegration of Christianity 
and the Religion of the Future, 1874, and The Crisis Of 
Christianity in Modern Theology, 1880, are to be regarded 

39 
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as forerunners of this) ; the fourth is the Aistlietics (part i. 
Gennan Aisthclics since Kant, 1886; part ii. Philosophy o/ 
the Beautij%iL 1887). The Collected Studies and Essays, 
1876, were preceded by two treatises on the philosophy of 
nature, Tmth and Error in Darwinism, 1875, and The 
Unconscious from the Standpoint of Physiology and the 
Theory of Descent, published anonymously in 1872, in the 
latter of which, disguised as a Darwinian, he criticises hib 
own philosophy. Of liis more recent publications we may 
mention the Philosophical Questions of the J)ay\ 1885: 
Modern Problems, 188(i; and die controversial treatise 
Lotse's Philosophy, 1888.* 

In polemical relation, on the one hand, to the naive rea¬ 
lism of life, and, on the other, to the subjective idealism 
of Kant, or rather of the neo-Kantians, the logical conclu¬ 
sion of w'hich w'ould be absolute illusionism, Hartmann 
founds his “transcendental realism’*, which mediates bet- 
w'een these two points of view (the existence and true 
nature of the world outside our representations is know^able, 
if only indirectly; the forms of knowledge, in spite of their 
subjective origin, have a more than subjective, a transcen¬ 
dental, significance) by pointing out that sense-impressions, 
which are accompanied by the feeling of compulsion and are 
different from one another, cannot be explained from the 
ego, but only by the action of things in themselves external 
to us, i.e,, independent of consciousness, and themselves 
distinct from one another. The causality of things in theni- 

• On Hartmann cf. Volkelt in Nord ttnd Sild, July, 1881 ; the same, 
Das UnbctvuiSte und der Pessimismus, 1873 ; Vaihinger, Hartmann, 
Duhring und Lange, 1876 ; R. Koeber, Das philosophise he System Ed. 
V. Hartmanns, 1884 ; O. Pfleidcrer, critique of the Phdnomenologie 
des sittlichen Bewusstseins (Im neuen Reich), 1879; L. von Golthcr, 
Dcr moderne Pessimismus, 1878 ; J. Huber, Der Pessimismus, 1876; 
Wcygoldt, KritHi des philosophise hen Pessimismus der neuesten Zeit, 
1875 ; M. Venctianer, Der Allgeist, 1874 ; A. Taubert (Hartmann's 
first wife), Der Pessimismus und seine Gegner, 1873 ; O. Pliimachcr, 
Der Kampf urns IJnbewusste (with a chronological ud)lc of Hartmann 
literature appended), 1881 ; the same, Der Pessimismus in Vergangen-^ 
heit und Gegenwart, 1884 ; Krohn, Streifziige (see above, p. 587 
note) ; Seydel (see above, p. 17). During the year 1882 four publicar 
dons appeared under the title Der Pessimismus und die Sittenlehre, 
by Bacmcister, Christ, Rehmke, and H. Sommer (2d ed., IS83). 
[English translation of Truth and Error in Darwinism in the Journed 
of Speculative Philosophy, vols. xi-xiii., and of The Religion of the 
Future, by Dare, 1886; also Sully’s Pessimism, chap, v.—T r.j 
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selves is the bridj^e which enables ns to cross the gulf be-* 
tween the immanent world of representations and the trans¬ 
cendent world of being. The causality of things in them¬ 
selves proves their reality, their difference at different 
times, their cliangeabilit}* and their temporal character; 
change, however, demands something permanent, existence, 
an existing, unchangeable, supra-temporal, and non-spatial 
substance (whether a special substance for each thing in 
itself or a common one for all, is left for the present unde¬ 
termined). My action upon the thing in itself assures me 
of its causal conditionality or necessity: the various affec¬ 
tions of the same sense, that there are many things in them¬ 
selves : the peculiar form of change shown by some bodies, 
that the.se, like my body, are united with a soul. Thus it is 
evident that, (besides the concept of cause, a series of other 
categories must be applied to the thing in itself, hence 
applied transcendentally. 

The “ speculative results obtained by Hartmann on an 
“ inductive*’ basis are as follows: The per se (Ansich) of 
the empirical world is the Unconscious. The two attri¬ 
butes of this absolute are the active, groundless, alogical, 
infinite will, and the passive, finite representation (Idea) ; 
the former is the ground of the that of the world, the latter 
the ground of its purposive what and how. Without the 
will the representation, which in itself is without energy, 
could not become real, and without the representation (of 
an end) the will, which in itself is without reason, could not 
become a definite willing (relative or immanent dualism of 
the attributes, a necessary moment in absolute monism). 
The empirical preponderance of pain over pleasure, which 
can be shown by calculation,* proves that the world is evil, 
that its non-existence were better than its existence; the 
purposiveness everywhere perceptible in nature and the 
progress of history toward a final goal (it is true, a negative 
one) proves, nevertheless, that it is the best world that was 
possible (reconciliation of eudemonistic pessimism with 
evolutionistic optimism). The creation of the world begins 

• C£. Volkclt, Ueber die Lust ds kochsten Wertkmassstab (in the 
Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie, vol. lxxxviii.)| 1886, and O. Pfleiderer, 
Philosophy of Religion^ vol. ii. p. 249 seq. 
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when the blind will to live groundlessly and fortuitously 
passes over from essence to phenomenon, from potency to 
act, from supra-existence to existence, and, in irrational 
striving after existence, draws to itself the only content 
which is capable of realization, the logical Idea. This 
latter seeks to make good the error committed by the will 
by bringing consciousness into the field as a combatant 
against the insatiable, ever yearning, never satisfied will, 
which one day will force the wall back into latency, into the 
(antemundane) blessed state of not-willing. IThe goal of 
the world-development is deliverance from the misery of 
existence, the peace of non-existence, the return from the 
will and representation, become spatial and temporal, to 
the original, harmonious equilibrium of the two functions, 
which has been disturbed by the origin of the world or to 
the antemundane identity of the absolute. The task of 
the logical element is to teach consciousness more and 
more to penetrate the illusion of the will—in its three 
stages of childlike (Greek) expectation of happiness to be 
attained here, youthful (Christian) expectation of happiness 
to be attained hereafter and adult expectation of ha]>piness 
to be attained in the future of the world-development/- -and, 
finally, to teach it to know% in senile longing after rest, that 
only the doing away with this miserable willing, and, conse¬ 
quently, with earthly existence (through the resolve of the 
majority of mankind) can give the sole attainable blessed¬ 
ness, freedom from pain. The world-process is the incarna¬ 
tion, tlie suffering, and the redemption of the absolute; the 
moral task of man is not personal renunciation and cowardly 
retirement, but to make the purposes of the Unconscious 
his own, with complete resignation to life and its sufferings 
to labor energetically in the world-process, and, by the vigor¬ 
ous promotion of consciousness, to hasten the fulfilment of 
the redemptive purpose; the condition of morality is insight 
into the fruitlessness of all striving after pleasure and into 
the essential unity of all individual beings with one another 
and with the universal spirit, which exists in the individuals, 
but at the same time subsists above them. “ To know 
one’s self as of divine nature, this does away with all diver¬ 
gence between selfwill and universal will, with all estrange- 
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ment between man and God, with all undivine, that is, 
merely natural, conduct.” 

Religion, which, in common with philosophy, has for its 
basis the metaphysical need for, or the mystical feeling of, 
the unity of the human individual and the world-ground, 
needs transformation, since in its traditional forms it is op¬ 
posed to modern culture, and the merging of religion (as a 
need of the heart) in metaphysics is impossible. The 
religion of the future, for which the way has already been 
prepared by the speculative Protestantism of the present, 
is concrete monism (the divine unity is transcendent as well 
as immanent in the plurality of the beings of earth, every 
moral man a (iod-man), which includes in itself the abstract 
monism (pantheism) of the Indian religions and the Judeo- 
Christian (mono-) theism as subordinate moments. (The 
original henotheism and its decline into polytheism, demon¬ 
ism, and fetichism w’as followed by—Egyptian and Persian 
as well as Greek, Roman, and German—naturalism, and then 
by supematuralism in its monistic and its theistic form. 
The chief defect of the Christian religion is the transcen- 
dental-eudemonistic heteronomy of its ethics.) The Re- 
li(jion bj Spirit divides into three parts. The psychology 
of religion considers the religious function in its subjective 
aspect, faith as a combined act of representation, feeling, 
and will, in which one of these three elements may predomi¬ 
nate-—though feeling forms the inmost kernel of the theo¬ 
retical and practical activities as well—and, as the objective 
correlate of faith, grace (revealing, redeeming, and sanctify¬ 
ing), which elevates man above peripheral and phenomenal 
dependence on the world, and frees him from it, though his 
becoming conscious of his central and metaphysical depend¬ 
ence upon God. The metaphysics of religion (in theologi¬ 
cal, anthropological, and cosmological sections) proves by 
induction from the facts of religion the existence, omnipo¬ 
tence, spirituality, omniscience, righteousness, and holi¬ 
ness of the All-one, which coincides with the moral 
order of the world. Further, it proves the need and 
the capacity of man for redemption from guilt and 
evil—^here three spheres of the individual will are 
distinguished, one beneath God, one contrary to God, and 
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one conformable to God, or a natural, an evil, and a moral 
sphere—and, preserving alike the absoluteness of God 
and the reality of the world, shows that it is not so much 
man as God himself, who, as the bearer of all the suffering 
of the world, is the subject of redemption. The ethics of 
religion discusses the subjective and objective processes of 
redemption, namely, repentance and amendment on the 
part of tlie individual and the eccle.^iasfcical cultus of the 
future, which is to despise symbols and art. 

It is to Hartmann’s credit, though the fact has not been 
sufficiently appreciated by professional thinkers, that in a 
time averse to speculation he has devoted his energies to 
the highest problems of metaphysics, and in their elabora¬ 
tion has approached his task witij scientific earnestness and 
a comprehensive and thorough consideration of previous 
results. Thus the critique of ethical standpoints in the his¬ 
torical part of the Phenomenology of the Moral Conscious¬ 
ness, especially, contains much that is worthy of considera¬ 
tion; and his fundamental metaphysical idea, that the abso¬ 
lute is to be conceived as the unity of will and reason, also 
deserves in general a more lively assent than has been ac¬ 
corded to it, wffiilc his rejection of an infinite consciousness 
has justly met with contradiction. It has been impossible 
here to go into his discussions in the philosophy of nature— 
they cannot be described in brief—on matter (atomic forces), 
on the mechanical and teleological views of life and its deve¬ 
lopment, on instinct, on sexual love, etc., which he very 
skillfully uses in support of his metaphysical principle. 

3. From the Revival of the Kantian Philosophy to 
the Present Time* 

(a) Neo-Kantianismy Positivism, and Kindred Pheno¬ 
mena. —^The Kantian philosophy has created two epochs: 
one at the time of its appearance, and a second two genera¬ 
tions after the death of its author. The new Kantian move¬ 
ment, which is one of the most prominent characteristics of 
the philosophy of the present time, took its beginning a quar¬ 
ter of a century ago. It is true that even before 1865 indi¬ 
vidual thinkers like Ernst Reinhold of Jena (died 1855), 
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the admirer of PVies, J. B. Meyer of Bonn, K. A. von 
Reichlin-Melclegg, and others had sought a point of depar¬ 
ture for their views in Kant; that K. Fischer’s work on Kant 
(1860) had given a lively impulse to the renewed study 
of the critical philosophy; nay, that the cry “Back to Kant” 
had been expressly raised by Fortlage (as early as 1832 in 
his treatise The Gaps in the Hegelian System)^ and by Zeller 
tp. 589). But the movement first became general after F. A. 
Lange in his History of Materialism had energetically ad¬ 
vocated the Kantian doctrine according to his special con¬ 
ception of it, after Helmholtz* (born 1821) had called atten¬ 
tion to the agreement of the results of physiology with those 
of the Critique of Reason, and at the same time Liebnnnn s 
youthful work, Kant and the Epigones, in which every chap¬ 
ter ended with the inexorable refrain, “ therefore we must 
go back to Kant,” had given the strongest expression to the 
longing of the time. 

C)tto Liebmann (cf. also the chapter on “The Metamor¬ 
phoses of the A Priori ” in his Analysis of Reality) sees the 
fundamental truth of criticism in the irrefutable proof that 
space, time, and the categories are functions of the intellect, 
and that subject and object are necessary correlates, in¬ 
separable factors of the empirical world, and finds Kant’s 
fundamental error, which the Kpigones have not corrected, 
|jut made still worse, in the non-concept of the thing in itself, 
which must be expelled from the Kantian philosophy as a 
remnant of dogmatism, as a drop of alien blood, and as an 
illegitimate invader which has debased it. 

According to Friedrich Albert Langet (1828-75; during 
the last years of his life professor at Marburg), mate¬ 
rialism, which is unfruitful and untenable as a principle; a 
system, and a view of the world, but useful and indispen¬ 
sable as a method and a maxim of investigation, must be 
supplemented by formal idealism, which, rejecting all science 
from mere reason limits knowledge to the sensuous, tiO that 

* Hclmliolrz ; On Human Vision, 1855 ; Physiological Optics, 1867 ; 
Sensations of Tone, 1863, 4th cd., 1877 [English translation bv Ellis, 
2d cd., 1885J. 

t F. A. Lange : Lopcal Studies, 1877. Cf. M. Heinze in the 
Vierteljahrsschrijt fur unssenschaftliche Philosophie, 1877, and Vaihin- 
ger in the work dted above, p. 610 note. 
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which can be experienced, yet at the same time con¬ 
ceives the forma! element in the sense world as the product 
of the organization of man, and hence makes objects con¬ 
form to our representations. Above the sensuous world of 
experience and of mechanical becoming, however, the specu¬ 
lative impulse to construction, rounding off the fragmentary 
truth of the sciences into a unified picture of the whole truth, 
rears the ideal world of that which ought to be. Notwith¬ 
standing their indefeasible certitude, the Ideas possess no 
scientific truth, though they have a moral value which makes 
them more than mere fabrics of the brain: man is framed 
not merely for the knowledge of truth, but also for the real¬ 
ization of values. But since the significance of the Ideas is 
only practical, and since determinations of value are not 
grounds of explanation, science and metaphysics or 
concept poetry ** (Begriffsdichtung) must be kept strictly 
separate. 

Friedrich Paulsen of Berlin (born in 1846; cf. pp. 330, 
332, note) sees in the Kantian philosophy the foundation 
for the philosophy of the future. A profoimder Wolff 
(the self-dominion of the reason), a Prussian Hume (the 
categories of the understanding are not world-categories: 
rejection of anthropomorphic metaphysics), and a Ger¬ 
man Rousseau (the primacy of the will, consideration of 
the demands of the heart; the good will alone, not deeds 
nor culture, constitutes the worth of man; freedom, the 
rights of man) in one person, Kant has withdrawn from 
scientific discussion the question concerning the depend¬ 
ence of reality on values or the -good, which is theoretically 
insoluble but practically to be answered in the affirmative, 
and given it over to faith. Kant is in so far a positivist that 
he limits the mission of knowledge to the reduction of the 
temporo-spatial relations of phenomena to rules, and declares 
the teleological power of values to be undemonstrable. 
But science is able to prove this much, that the belief in a 
suprasensible world, in the indestructibility of that which 
alone has worth, and in the freedom of the intelligible char¬ 
acter, which the will demands, is not scientifically impossi¬ 
ble, Since, according to formal rationalism, the whole 
order of nature is a creation of the understanding, and 
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hence aioinisin and inechanisrn are only forms of represen¬ 
tation, valid, no doubt, for our peripheral point of view, but 
not absolutely valid, since, further, the empirical view of the 
world apart from the Idea of the divine unity of the world 
(which, it is true, is incapable of theoretical realization) 
would lack completion, the immediate conviction of the 
heart in regard to the power of the good is in no danger of 
attack from the side of science, although this can do no fur¬ 
ther service fur faith than to remove the obstacles which 
oppose it. The will, not the intellect, determines the view 
of the world; but this is onl}^ a belief, and in the world of 
representation, the intelligible world, with which the will 
brings us into relation, can come before us only in the form 
of symijols.—While Albrecht Krause (The Imz^s of the Hu- 
man Heart, a formal Logic of Pure Feeling, 1876) and A. 
Classen (Physiology of the Sense of Sight, 1877) are strict 
follow'ers of Kant, J. V’olkelt (^hialys'is of the Fundamental 
Principles of KanVs Theory of Knowledge, 1879) has traced 
the oft<jn deplored inconsistencies and contradictions in 
Kant down to their roots, and has showni that in Kant’s 
thinking, which has hitherto been conceived as too simple 
and transparent, but which, in fact, is extremely complicated 
and struggling in the dark, a number of entirely hetero¬ 
geneous principles of thought (skeptical, subjectivistic, met- 
aphysico-rationalistic, a pnori, and practical motives) are 
at work, which, conflicting with and crippling one another, 
make the attainment of harmonious results impossible. 
Benno Erdmann (p. 330) and Hans Vaihinger (pp. 323 note, 
331) have given Kant’s principal works careful philological 
interpretation. 

Among the various diflferences of opinion which exist 
within the neo-Kantian ranks, the most important relates 
to the question, whether the individual ego or a transcen¬ 
dental consciousness is to be looked upon as the executor 
of the a priori functions. In agreement with Schopenhauer 
and with Lotze, who makes the subjectivity of space, 
time, and the pure concepts parallel with that of the sense 
qualities, Lange teaches that the human individual is so 
organized that he must apprehend that which is sensuously 
given under these forms. Others, on the contrary, urge that 
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tlie individual soul with its organization is itself a pheno¬ 
menon, and consequently cannot he the hearer of that which 
precedes phenomena—space, time, and the categories as 
“conditions” of experience are functions of a pure conscious¬ 
ness to be presupposed. The antithesis of subject and ob¬ 
ject, the soul and the world, first arises in the sphere of 
phenomena. The empirical subject, like the world of ob¬ 
jects, is itself a product of the a priori forms, hence not that 
which produces them. To the transcendental group belong 
Hermann Cohen'*' in Marburg, A. Stadler.t Natorp, Lass- 
wdtz (p. 17). E. Konig (p. 17), Koppelmann (p. 330), 
Staudinger (p. 331). h'ritz Schultze of Dresden is also to 
be counted among the neo-Kantians (Philosophy of Natural 
Scicficr, 1<S82: Kant avd. Dann'in, 1n75: The Fimdaynevtal 
Thounhts of Materialism. 1«^X1 : The Fundanicnfal Thovtjhts 
of SHritualism, 1883: Comparative Psyc'iology, i. 1. 1892). 

The German i)ositivistsJ—E. Laas of Strasburg (1837- 
85), A. Riehl of Treilmrg in Baden (born 1844), and R. 
Avenarius of Zurich i born 1843)- -deveio]) their sensation- 
alistic theory of knowledge in critical connection with Kant. 
Ernst Baas defines positivism (founded by Protagoras, advo¬ 
cated in modern times by Hume and J. S. Mill, and hostile 
to T'latonic idealism; as tliat philosophy which recognizes 
no other foundations than positive facts (?.r.. perceptions), 
and requires every opinion to exhibit tlie experiences on 
which it rests. Its basis is constituted by three articles of 
belief: (1) The correlative facts, subject and object, exist 
and arise only in connection (objects are directly known 
only as the contents of a consciousness, cui objecta sunt, 
subjects only as centers of relation, as the scene or founda¬ 
tion of a representative content, cui subjecta sunt: outside 

* Cohen : Kant's Theory oj Experience, 1871, 2cl cd., 1886; Kant's 
Foundation of Ethics, 1877 ; Kanfs Foundation of /Esthetics^ 1880. 

+ Stadler ; Kant's Teleology, 1874; The Principles of the Pure 
Theory of Knowledge in the Kantian Philosophy, 1876; Kanfs 
Theory of Matter, 1883. 

t Laas : Idealism and Positivism, 1879-84. Riehl : Philosophical 
Criticistn, 1876-87 ; Address On Scientific and Unscientific Philosophy, 
1883. Avenarius (p. 598) : Philosophy as Thought concerning the 
World according to the Principle of Least Wor\, 1876 ; Cri^que of 
Pure Experience, vol. i. 1888, vol. ii, 1890; Man's Concept of the 
World, 1891. C. Goring (died 1879 : System of Critical Philosophy, 
1875) may also be placed here. 
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my thoughts body does not exist as body, nor I myself 
as soul). (2) The variability of the objects of perception. 
(3) Sensationalism—^all specific differences in consciousness 
must be conceived as differences in degree, all higher mental 
processes and states, including thought, as the perceptions 
and cxj>eriences, transformed according to law, of beings 
which feel, have wants, possess memory, and are capable of 
spontaneous motion. The subject coincides with its feel¬ 
ing of pleasure and pain, from which senspition is distin¬ 
guished by its objective content. The illusions of meta¬ 
physics are scientifically untenable and practically unneces¬ 
sary. Various yearnings, wants, presentiments, hopes, and 
fancies, it is true, lead lieyond the sphere of that which can 
l^e cliecked by sense and experience, but for none of llieir 
l^ositions can any sufficient proof he adduced. As piivsics 
has discarded transcendent causes and learned how to 
get along with immanenl causes, so ethi/s also must en¬ 
deavor to establish the worth of moral good without excur¬ 
sions into the suprasensible. The ethical obligations arise 
naturally from human relations, from earthly needs. 1'he 
third volume of Laas’s work differs from the earlier ones 
by conceding the rank of facts to the principles of logic as 
well as to perception, Aloys Riehl opposes the theory of 
knowledge (w-hich starts from the fundamental fact of sen¬ 
sation) as scientific philosophy to metaphysics as unscien¬ 
tific, and banishes the doctrine of the practical ideals from 
the realm of science into the region of religion and art. 
Richard Avenarius defends the principle of “ pure experi¬ 
ence.’* Sensation, w'hich is all that is left as objeciively 
given after the removal of the subjective additions, consti¬ 
tutes the content, and motion the form of being. 

With the neo-Kantians and the positivists there is 
associated, thirdly, a coherent group of noetical thinkers, 
who, rejecting extramental elements of e\-ery kind, look 
on all conceivable being as merely a conscious content. 
This monism of consciousness is advocated by W. Schuppe 
of Greifswald (born IS36; Noetical Logic, 1878), J. Rehmke, 
also of Greifswald {The World as Percept and Concept, 1880; 
“ The Question of the Soul ” in vol. ii. of the Zeitschrift 
fiir Psychologic, 1891), A. von I^eclair {Contributions to a 
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Monistic Theory of Knowledge. 1882), and R, von Schu- 
bert-Soldem {Foundations of a Theory of Knoivledge, 1884; 
On the Transcendence of Object and Subject, 1882; Foun¬ 
dations for an Ethics, 1887). J. Bergmann^ in Marburg 
(born 1840) occupies a kindred position. 

It is the same scientific spirit of the time, which in the 
fifties led many who were weary of the idealistic specula¬ 
tions (»ver to niaterialism, that now secures such wide dis¬ 
semination and so wides])read favor for the endeavors of the 
neo-Kantians and the positivists or neo-Baconians, who 
desiie io see metaphysics stricken from the list of the 
sciences and replaced by notdics, and the theory of tlu‘ 
w(jrld relegated to faith. The philosophy of the present, 
like the pre-v"^ocratic philosophy and the philosophy of the 
early modern period, wears the badge of physics. The 
world is conceived from the standpoint of nature, psychical 
Ijhenomena are in part neglected, in part see their incon¬ 
venient claims reduced to a minimum, while it is but rarely 
that we find an appreciation of their independence and 
co-ordinate value, not to speak of their superior position. 
The power w’hich natural science has gained over philosophy 
dates essentially from a series of famous discoveries and 
theories, by which science has opened up entirely new and 
wide outlooks, and whose title to be considered in the 
formation of a general view of reality is incontestable. To 
mention only the most prominent, the following have all 
posited important and far-reaching problems for phil¬ 
osophy as well as for science: Johannes Muller’s (Miiller 
died 1858) theory of the specific energies of the senses, 
which Helmholtz made use of as an empirical con¬ 
firmation of the Kantian apriorism; the law of the conser¬ 
vation of energy discovered by Robert Mayer (1842, 1850; 
Helmholtz, 1847, 1862), and, in particular, the law of the 
transformation of heat into motion, which invited an 
examination of all the forces active in the world to test 
their mutual convertibility; the extension of mechanism 

•Bergniann : Outlines of a Theory of Consciousness, 1870; Pure 
Logic, 1879; Being and Knowing, 1880; The Fundamental Problems 
of Logic, 1882 ; On the Eight, 1883 ; Lectures on Metaphysics, 1886 ; 
On the Beautiful, 1887 ; History of Philosophy, vol. i., Pre-Kantian 
Philosophy, 1892. 
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to the vital procesvses, favored even by Lotze; the renewed 
conflict between atomism and dynamism; further, the Dar¬ 
winian theory* (1859), which makes organic species develop 
from one another by natural selection in the struggle for 
existence (through inheritance and adaptation); finally, the 
meta-geometrical speculationst of Gauss (1828), Riemann 
(On the Hypotheses which lie at the Basis of Geometry, 1854, 
published in 1867), Helmholtz (1868), B. Erdmann (The 
Axioms of Geometry, 1877), G. Cantor, and others, which 
look on our Euclidean space of three dimensions as a special 
case of the unintuitable yet thinkable analytic concept of 
a space of n dimensions. The circumstance that these 
theories are still largely hypothetical in their own field 
appears to have stirred u]> rather than moderated the zeal 
for carrying them over into other departments and for 
applying them to tlie world as a whole. Thus, especially, 
the Darwinians^ have undauntedlv attempted to utilize the 
biological hypothesis of the master as a philosophical prin¬ 
ciple of the w^orld, and to bring the mental sciences 
under the point of view of the mechanical theory of 
development, though thus far with more daring and n(dse 

* A critical exposition of the modern doctrine of development and 
of the causes used to explain it is given by Otto Hamann, EnttvickeL 
ungsichre und Darwinismus, Jena. 1892. Cf. also, O. Liehniann, 
Analysis der WirkUchf^eit ; and Ed. von Hartmann (above, p. 610). 
[Among the numerous works in English the reader may he referred 
to the article “ Evolution,” by Huxley and Sully, Encyclopaedia 
Hntanmca, 9tli ed., vol. viii. ; Wallace’s Daru-inism, 1889 ; Roiuancs. 
Darwin and after Darwin, i. The Darwinian Theory, 1892 ; and 
Conn’s Evolution of To-day, 1886.—Tr.J 

t Cf. Liebmann, Analysis der Wirklichf^eit. 2d ed., pp. 53-5-. G. 
Frege {Begriffsschrift, 1879 ; The Foundations^ of Arithmetic, 1884 ; 
Function and Concept, 1891 ; “On Sense and Meaning” in the 
Zcitschnjt fiir Philosophie, vol. c. 189?) has also chosen the region 
intermediate between mathematics and philosophy for his field of 
w'ork. We note, further, E. G. Husserl, Philosophy of Arithmetic^ 
vol i., 1891. 

t Ernst Haeckel of Jena (born 1834; General Morphology, 1866 ; 
Natural History of Creation, 1868 [English, 1875] : Anthropogeny, 

1874 ; Aims and Methods of the Development History of To-day, 

1875 ; Popular Lectures, 18^ seq, — English, 1883), G. jager, A. 
Schleicher {The Darwinian Theory and the Science of Language, 
1865), Ernst Krause (Carus Sterne, the editor of Kosmos) O. Caspari, 
Carneri (Morals and Darwinism, 1871), O. Schmidt, Du Prel, Paul 
R6c (The Origin of the Moral Feelings, 1877; The Genesis of 
Conscience, 1885 : The Illusion of Free WiU. 1885) ; G. H. Schneider 
(The Animal Will, 1880 ; The Human Will, 1882 ; The Good and 
III of the Human Race, 1883). 



622 


THE IDEAUSTIC REACTION 


than success. The finely conceived ethics of Hoffding 
(p. 585) is an exception to the rule which is the object of 
this remark. 

Besides the theory of knowledge, in the elaboration of 
which the most eminent naturalists* participate with acute 
ness and success, psychology and the practical disciplines 
also betray the influence of the scientific spirit. While 
sociology and ethics, following the English model, seek an 
empirical basis and begin to make philosophical use of statis- 
tical results (E. F. Schaffle, Frame and Life of the Social 
Body, new ed., 1885; A. von Oettingen, Moral Statistic in 
its Significance for a Social Ethics, 3d ed., 1882), psychology 
endeavors to attain exact results in regard to psychical life 
and its relation to its physical basis—.besides Fechner and 
the Herbartians, W. Wundt and A. Horvvicz should be 
mentioned here. Wundt and, of late, Haeckel go back to 
the Spinozistic parallelism of material and psychical existr 
ence, only that the latter emphasizes merely the insepar¬ 
ability (Nichtohneeinandcr) of the two sides (the cell- 
body and the cell-soul) with a real difference between 
them and a metaphysical preponderance of the material 
side, while the former emphasizes the essential unity of 
body and soul, and the higher reality of the spiritual side. 

(b) Idealistic Reaction against the Scientific Spirit.^— 
In opposition to the preponderance of natural science and the 
empirico-skeptical tendency of the philosophy of the day 
conditioned by it, an idealistic counter-movement is mak¬ 
ing itself increasingly felt as the years go on. Wilhelm 
Diltheyf abandons metaphysics as a basis, it is true, but 

• Helmholtz, Virchow (born 1821), Zdlincr (1834-82 ; On the 
Nature of Comets, 1872), and Du Ik^is-Reymond (born 1818), who, 
in his lectures On the Limits of the Knowledge of Nature, 1872, and 
The Seven World-riddles, 1S8() (both together in 1882, and reprinted 
in the first series of his Addresses, J886), looks on the origin of life, 
the purposive order of nature, and thought as problems soluble in the 
future, but declares, on the other hand, that the nature of matter 
(atoms) and force (actio in distans), the origin of motion, the genesis 
of consciousness (of sensation, together with pleasure and pain) from 
the knowahle conditions of psychical life, and the freedom of the will, 
are absolute limits to our knowledge of nature. 

t Dilthey : Introduction to the Mental Sciences, part i., 1883 ; Poetic 
Creation in the Zeller Aufsdtse, 1887 ; “ Contributions to the Solution 
of the Question of the Origin of our Belief in the Reality of the 
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(wiili t/iio assent of Gierke, Prcussische Jahrbixcher, vol. liii. 
1884; declares a’:;ainst the transfer of the method of natural 
science bo the mental sciences, which require a special 
foundation. In spite of his critical rejection of meta¬ 
physics, Wilhelm Windclhand in Strasburg (born 1848; 
Preludes, 1884) is, like Dilthey, to he counted among the 
iuCiilists. In opix)sition lo t!ic individualism of the positi¬ 
vists, tlie folis-psychologists—at their head Steinthal and 
La/anis {p. 536); Gustav Giogau’^ in Kiel ( boni iiS44) is 
an adherent of the same movement—defend the |X)wer of 
the universal over individual spiriis. The spirit of the 
people is not a phrase, an em])ty name, but a real force, not 
the .sum of the individuals belonging to the people, but an 
encompassing and controlling power, whicli brings forth in 
the whole body proces.ses (e.g., language) wdiich could not 
occur in individuals as such. It is only as a member of 
society that anyone becomes truly man; the community is 
the subject of the higher life of spirit. 

If folk-psychology, whose title but imperfectly expresses 
the comprehensive endeavor to construct a psychology of 
society or of the universal spirit, is, as it were, an empir¬ 
ical confirmation of Hegers theory of Objective Spirit, 
Kudolf Euckent (born 1846), pressing on in the Fichtean 
manner from the secondary facts of consciousness to an 
original real-life, endeavors to solve the question of a uni¬ 
versal !)econiing, of an all-pervasive force, of a supporting 
unity ('" totality *') in the life of spirit (neither in a purely 
noetical nor a purely metaphysical, but) in a noological 
way, and demands that the fundamental science or doctrine 
of principles direct its attention not to cognition by itself, 
but to the activity of psychical life as a whole. 

External World, and its Validity,” Sitziingshcrichu oi the Berlin 
Academy of Sciences, 1890 ; “Conception and Analysis of Man in the 
Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries” in the Archiv fiir Geschichtc der 
Philosophic, vols. iv., v., 1891-92. 

• Glogau : Sl(ctch of the Fundamental Philosophical Sciences (part 
i.. The Form and the Laws of Motion of the Spirit, 1880 ; part ii.. 
The Nature and the Fundamental Forms of Conscious Spirit, 1838) ; 
Outlines of Psychology, 1884. 

t Eucken: The Unity of Spiritual Life in the Consciousness and 
Deeds of Humanity, 1888 ; Prolegomena to this, 1885. A detailed 
analysis of the latter by Falckenberg is given in the Zeitschrift fiir 
Philosophic, vol. xc. 1887 ; cf. above, pp. 17 and 610. 
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We have elsewhere discussed the more recent attempts 
to establish a nietaphvsic which shall be empirically well 
grounded and shall cautiously rise from facts.**" In regard 
to the possibility of metaphysics three parties are to be 
distinguished: On the left, the positivists, the neo-Kan- 
tians, and the monists of consciousness, who deny it out 
of hand. On the right, a series of philosophers— 
adherents of Hegel, Herbart, and Schopenhauer—who, 
w-ithout making any concessions to the modern theory of 
knowledge, hold fast to the possibility of a speculative 
metaphysics of the old type. In the center, a group of 
thinkers who are willing to renounce neither a solid 
noetical foundation nor the attainment of metaphysical 
conclusions—so Eduard von Hartmann, Wundt.t Eucken, 
Volkelt (pp. 590, 617). Otto Liebniann (born 1840; On the 
Analysis of Reality, 1876, 2d ed., 1880; Thoughts and Parts. 
Heft i. 1882) demands a sharp separation between the cer¬ 
tain and the uncertain and an exact estimation of the 
degree of probability which theories possess; pute the prin¬ 
ciples of metaphysics under the rubric of logical hypoth¬ 
esis; and, in his Climax of the Theories, 1884, calls attention 
to the fact that experiential science, in addition to axioms 
necessarily or apodictically certain and empeiremes possess¬ 
ing actual or assertory certainty, needs, further, a number 
of “interpolation maxims,” w^hich form an attribute of our 
type of intellectual organization (i,e., principles, according 
to the standard of which we supplement the fragmentary 
and discrete scries of single perceptions and isolated observa¬ 
tions by the interpolation of the needed intermediate 
links, so that they form a connected experience). The 
most important of these maxims are the principles of real 
identity, of the continuity of existence, of causality, and of 
the continuity of becoming. Experience is a gift of the 
understanding; the premises, as a rule, latent in ordinary 


*R. Falckenberg, Uei^er die gegenwdrtige Lage der deutschen 
Philosophic, inaugural address at Erlangen, Leipsic, 1890. 

t Wundt: Essays, 1885, including “Philosophy and Science**; 
SysUm of Philosophy, 1889. On the latter cf. Volkelt’s paper in the 
Philosophische MonaSshefte, vol. xxvii. 1891 ; and on the Essays a 
notice by the same author in the same review, vol. xxiii. 1887. 
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consciousness, on whose anticipatory application our ex> 
perience is based throughout, assert something absolutely 
incapable of being experienced. If, in order to the produc¬ 
tion of a “pure experience,” we eliminate all subjective 
additions of the understanding contained in experiential 
thought (all tliat cannot be present at the moment or locally 
at‘hand, in short, all that cannot be the direct object and 
content of actual observation), this breaks up into an un¬ 
ordered, unconnected aggregate of discontinuous percep¬ 
tual fragments; in order that a complete and articulated 
condition of experience may result, tliese fragments (the 
purely factual content of observation, the incoherent matter 
of perception) must be supplemented and connected by 
very much that is not o!)servcd. 

l^hirther, a reaction against crude naturalism is observa!»lc 
in the practical field, though political economists (Roscher) 
and jurists take a more active jxirt in it than the philoso- 
]>hers. Personally R. von Jhering (1818-92; Purpose in 
Laso, 2 vols.y 18/7-82. 2d ed., 1884-86) stands on idealistic 
ground, although, rejecting the nativistic and formalistic 
theory, he is in principle an adherent of “realism,” of tbe 
principle of interest and social utility (the moral is that 
which is permanently useful to society). 

Finally, similar motives underlie the growing interest in 
the history of philosophy. The idealistic impulse seeks the 
nourishment which the un-metaphysical present denies to 
it from the great works of the i)ast, and hopes, by keeping 
alive the classical achievements of previous times, to 
enhance the consciousness of the urgency and irrepressihlc- 
ness of the highest questions, and to awaken courage for 
renewed attempts at their solution. Thus the study of 
history enters the service of systematic philoso].)hy. 

(c) The Special Philosophical Sciences. —1'he more the 
courage to attack the central problems of pliilosophy has 
been paralyzed by the neo-Kantian theory of knowledge and 
the coming-in of the positivistic spirit, the more lively has 
been the work of the last decades in the special departments: 
the transfer of the center of gravity froin metaphysics to the 
particular sciences is the most prominent characteristic of 
the philosophy of the time. Logic sees centurj^-old convic- 
40 
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tions shattered and new foundations arising. Psychology 
has entered into competition with physiology in regard to 
the discovery of the law’s of the psychical functions whicli 
depend on bodily processes, while metaphysical questions 
are forced into the background and there is a growing dis* 
trust of the reliability of inner observation. The philosophy 
of religion is favored wdth undiminished interest and aesthe¬ 
tics, after long neglect, wdth a renew^al of attention; the 
philosophy of history is about to reconquer its former rights. 
There is, moreover, an especially lively interest in ethics; 
and the investigation of the history of philosophy is more 
widely extended than ever before. We wdll close our sketch 
with a short survey of the particular disciplines. 

In the department of logic the following should be men¬ 
tioned as classical achievements: the works of Christo))]! 
Sigwart of Tubingen (vol. i. 1873, 2d ed., 1889; vol. ii. 
1878), of Lotze (p. 605), and of Wundt (vol. i. Brkenntniss- 
Ichre, 1880; vol. ii. Mcthodcnlchrc, 1883). Besides these, 
Bergmann (p. 620), Schuppe (p. 619), and Benno Erdmann 
(Logik, vol. i. 1892) deserve notice. 

In psychology the following writers have made themselves 
prominent: Wilhelm Wundt at Leipsic (born 1832), Gnind- 
cilge der physiologischcn Psyckologie, 1874, 3d ed., 1887; A. 
PJorwicz, Psychologische Analysen anf physiologischcr 
Grundlage, 1872 scq.; Franz Brentano in Vienna (born 
1838), Psychologic voin empirischeti Standpunkte, vol. i. 
1874; Carl Stumpf of Munich (born 1848), Ueber den psy- 
chologischen Ursprung der Raumvorstellmig, 1873, Tonpsy- 
chologie, vol. i. 1883, vol. ii. 1890; Theodor Lipps of Breslau 
(born 1851), Grundtliatsachen des Seelenlehens, 1883. The 
following may be mentioned in the same connections: J. II. 
Witte, Zlflj Wesen der Seclc, 1888; H. Munsterberg, Die 
IVillenshandlnng, 1888, Bcilrdge sur expcrimentellcn Psy¬ 
chologic, 1889 seq, : Goswdn K. Uphues at Halle, VVahrneh- 
niung und Bmpfindung, 1888, Ueber die Erinnernng, 1889; 
H. Schmidkunz, Psychlogie der Suggestion, 1892; H. 
Ehbinghaus, the co-editor of the Zeitschrijt f iir Psychologic 
una Physiologic der Sinnesorgane, 1890 seq,; H. Spitta; 
Max Dessoir, Der Hautsinn, in the Archiv jiir Anatomic 
una Physiologic, 1892. The following works are psycho- 
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logical contributions to the theory of knowledge: E. L. 
Fischer, Theoric der Cesichtszmhrnehmung, 1891 ; Hermann 
Schwarz, Das Wahrnchmungsprohlcm, 1892. Finally we 
may add A. Dorner in Konigsberg, Das mensckliche 
Urkcanen, 1887; and E. Jv. Inscher, Die Cnindfragcn der 
Brkenni nissihcorie, 1887. 

1'he literature of moral philosophy has been substantially 
enriched by Wundt, Bihik\ 1886, 2d ed., 1892; and Fried¬ 
rich Ikiulscn, System der Uihil:, 1889, 2d ed., 1891. We 
may mention, further, Baumann (p. 601) ; Schuppe, Grund- 
.ziic/e der Hthik uud Rcchfsphilosophic, 18tS2; Witte, Frci- 
licit des Willcns, 18v82; (k Class in Erlangen, ideale und 
alter, 1886; Richard Wallaschek, Jdecn cur praktischen 
Philosophic, 1886; F. Tiinnies in Kiel, Gcmcinschaft und 
Gescllschaft, 1887; A. During, Philosophischc Gidcrlchre, 
1888; 'Hi. Ziegler, Sittiiches Seiu und. IVerden, 2d ed., 18^X3 ; 
O. Simniel, llinicitung in die Aloralnnsscnschaft, vol. i. 1892. 

Of (he newer works in the field of cesthctics, in addition 
to A. Zeisiug’s Acsihciischc Forschimgcn, 1855, C. Her¬ 
mann's Acsthetik, 1875. and Hartmann’s Philosophic des 
Schdnen, 1887, we may mention the Binleitung in die 
Acsihetik of Karl Groos, 1892, and the following by Lipps; 
Der StreitUber die Tragbdie, 1890; Aestheiische Faktoren 
der Raitmanschaitung, 1891: the essay Psychologic der Komik 
i Philosophischc Monatshefte, vols. xxiv.-xxv. 1888-89), and 
Aestheiische fMteraturhcrichto (in the same review, vol. 
XXvi. 1890 scq.). 

Among the writers and works on the philosophy of history 
we may note Conrad Hermann in Leipsic (born 1819), 
Philosophic der Gesehiehte, 1870; Bernheim. Gcsrhichtsior- 
schinig und Geschichtsphilosophic, 1880; Karl Fischer, 1st 
cine Philosophic der Gesehiehte ivisscnschaftlich crforderlich 
beew. moglich? Dillenburg Proigramme, 1889; Hinneberg, 
Die philosophischcn Gmndlagcn der GcschichLmnssenschaft 
in Sybel's Historischc Zcitschrijt, vol. Ixiii. 1889; A. Dippe, 
Das Gcschichtssttidium wit scinen Ziclcn und Fragcn, 1891; 
'Georg Simmel, DieProbleme der Geschichtsphilosophic, 1892. 

In the philosophy of religion, which is discussed especially 
])y the theologians, a neo-Kantian and a neo-Hegelian ten- 
alency confront each other. The former, dividing in its turn, 
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is represented, on the one hand, by the Ritschlian school— 
\V. Herrmann in Marburg (Die Metaphysik in der Theologic, 
ltS76, Die Religion iw Verhiiltniss sum Welterkennen und 
sitr Sittliclikcif, 1889), J. Kaftan in Berlin (Das IVesen der 
chnstlichcn Religion, 1881)—and, on the other, by R. A. 
Lipsius in Jena (born 1830; Dogmaiik, 1876, 2d ed„ 1879; 
Philosophie und Religion, 1885). The latter is represented 
by A. E. Biedcrmann of Zurich (1819-85; Christliche Dog- 
mcitik, 1868; 2d ed., 1884-85), a pupil of W. Vatke, and by 
Otto Pfleiderer of Berlin (born 1839; Rcligionspliilosophrc 
1879; 2d ed., 1883-4). The neo-Kantians base religion exclu¬ 
sively on the practical side of human nature, especially on 
the moral law, derive it from tlie contrast between external 
dependence on nature and the inner freedom or super¬ 
natural destination of the spirit, and wish it preserved from 
all intermixture with metaphysics. According to the neo 
Hegelians, on the contrary, the theoretical element in 
religion is no less essential: and is capable of being purified, 
of being elevated from the form of representation, which 
is full of contradictions, into the adequate form of pure 
thought, capable, therefore, of reconciliation with philo¬ 
sophy. Hugo DeliT (Ueber den Weg sum IVisscn und .Tiir 
Gezmssheit sit gclangcn, ]SS2; Die Hauptprobleme der 
Philosophic und Religion, 1885) follows Jacobi’s course. 

Among the numerous works on the history of philosophy, 
besides the masterpieces of Zeller, J. E. Erdmann, and 
Kuno Fischer, the following are especially w^orthy oi 
attention: 

Cl. Biiuinker in llrcslau, Das Problem der Matcrie in der griechrschen 
Philosophie, H. Ponitz, Platonische Studien, 3d cd., I8S6, 

Aristotclischc Studien, 1862 seq., Index Aristotclicus, 1870, Klcirw 
Schriften ; P. Dcussen (born 1845), Das System der Vedanta, 1883, 
H. Diels in Berlin, Doxographi Grceci, 1879 ; Eiickcn in Jena (p. 17), 
Die Methode der aristotclischcn Forschtmg, 1872, Address Ueber den 
Wertk der Geschichtc der Philosophic, 1874 ; J. Freudcnthal in Breslau 
(born 1839 ; pp. 63, 118), Hellcnistischc Studien, 3 Hefte, 1879, Ueber 
die Theologie des Xenophanes, 1886 ; M. Heinze in Lcipsic, Die Lchre 
vom Logos in der griechischen Philosophie, 1872 ; G. Freiherr von 
Herding in Munich (born 1843), Materie und Form und die Definition 
dcr Seeie hei Aristoteles, 1871, Albertus Magnus, 1880 ; H. Heussler in 
Basle (p. 65 note), Dcr Ration^lismus des XVII. jahrhunderts in seinen 
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Bezichun^cn zur E.nUvic\chin^slehre, 1885 ; Fr. Jodi in Prague (born 
1849 ; pp. 16, 221 note) ; A. Krohn (1840-89), Sokrates ttnd Xenophon, 
1874, Der platonische Staat, 1876, Die platonische Prase, 1878—on 
Krohn, ;m obituary by Falckcnbcrg in the Biosiaphisches Jahrhiich fiir 
AUerthums\ttnde, Jahrg. 12, 1889; P. Natorp (pp. 88 note, 598), 
Porschungen zur Geschichtc des Er\cnntnissprohlems tm Altcrthum, 
1884; Edjnund Pfleiderer in Tiibingen (born 1842; p. 113 note*), 
pjnpirisnttts nnd SJicpsis im D. Humes Philosophic, 1874, Die Philoso¬ 
phic des HrraJ^Ut im IJchte der Mystcrienidec, 1886 ; K. von Pranil 
(1820-88), Geschichte der Logili im Ahendlandc, 4 vols., 1855-70 ; Carl 
Schaarschmidt (pp. 88 note, 117-118) Johannes Sarisbericnsis, 1862, Die 
Sammlttng der platonischcn Schrijtcn, 1866 ; L. Sclimidt in Marburg 
(born 1824), Die Etht\ der alien Griechen, J8S1 : Gust.i\- Sclincidcr, 
Die plutofjische Metaphysik, 1884 ; H. Sicbeck in Gic'Jsen, Untersuchun- 
gen zur Philosophic der Griechen, 1873, 2d cd., 1888, Gewthichte der 
Psychologic, part i. 1880-84 ; Chr. von Sigvvart (born 1830 ; pp. 17, 
118) ; Heinrich von Stein in Rostock (born 1833), Sicben Biicher zur 
Geschichtc des Platonisinus, 1862-75 : Ludwig Stein in Berne, editor 
of the Archie fiir Geschichte der Philosophic, founded in 1877, Die 
Psychologic der Sioa, I. Aictaphysisch-Antiuopologischer Thcil, 1886, 
If. ErkenntniSssthcorie, 1888, Ijcihniz und Spinoza, 1890 ; L. Strumpcll, 
Geschichte der gricchischen Philosophic, 1854, 1861 ; Susemihl in 
Greifswald, Die PolitiJ{ des Aristotelcs, Greek and German with notes, 
1879, further, a series of essays on Plato and Aristotle ; Teichmiillcr 
p. 601) ; Trendelenburg (pp. 600-601), Aristotclis dc Aninia, 2d ed., 
by Belgcr, 1887 ; Th, Waitz, Aristotclis Organon, 1844-46 ; J. Waller 
in Kdnigsberg, Die Lehre von der prahtischen Vernanjt in der gricchis- 
chen Philosophic, 1874, Geschichte der Acsthcti\ im Alterihum, 1892 ; 
Tob. Wildaucr in Innsbruck, Die Psychologic des Willcns bci Sol^ratcs, 
Platon, und Aristotcles, 1877, 1879 ; W. Windclbiind in Strasburg 
(pp. 15-16), Geschichtc der alien Philosophic, 1888 ; Theob. Ziegler in 
Strasburg, Geschichte der christUchen Ethil(, 1886, 2d cd., with index, 
1892 ; Rob. Zimniermann (pp. 19 note, 331, 536), Studicn und 
Kritil{cn, 1780. 


4. Retrospect, 

In order to avoid the appearance of arl)itrary con.striic- 
tion we have ])een sixifing with references of a philosophico- 
historical character. In conclusion, looking ])ack at the 
period passed over, we may give expression to some con¬ 
victions concerning the guiding threads in the development 
of modern philosophy, though these here claim only the 
rights of subjective opinion. 

A mirror of modern culture, and conscious of its sharp 
^antithesis to Scholasticism, modern philosophy in its pre- 
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Kantian period is pre-eminently characterized by naturalism- 
Nature, as a system of masses moved according to law, 
forms not only the favorite object of investigation, but 
also the standard by which psN chical reality is judged and 
explained. The two directions in which this naturalism 
expresses itself, the mechanical view of the world, which 
endeavors to understand the universe from the standjxjiim 
of nature and all becoming from the standpoint of motion,"'* 
and the intellectualistic view, which seeks to understand 
the mind from the standpoint of knowledge, arc most inti¬ 
mately connected. Where the general \iew of the Ah 
takes form and color from nature, a content and a mission 
can come to the mind from no other source than the external 
world; whether we (empiricallyI make it take up tlie 
material of representation from without or (rationalistic- 
ally) make it create an ideal reproductiim of the conteni 
of external reality from within, it is always the function of 
knowledge, conceived as the reproduction of a com]:»letcd 
reality, which, since it brings us iiit(» contact with nature, 
advances into the foreground and determines the nature 
of psychical activity. As is conceivable, along with 
dogmatic faith in the power or the reason to possess itselt 
of the reality before it and to reconstrue it in the system 
of science, and with triumphant references to the mathe¬ 
matical method as a guaranty fi^r the ab.solute certainty 
of philosophical knowledge, the noetical question emerges 
as to the means by which, and the limits within which, 
human knowledge is able to do justice to this great 
problem. Descartes gave out the programme for all these 
various tendencies—the mechanical explanation of nature, 
the absolute separation of I>ody and soul (despirituali¬ 
zation of matter), thought the essence of the mind, the 
demand for certain knowledge, armed against every doubt,, 
and the question as to the origin of ideas. Its execution 
by his successors shows not only a lateral extension in the 
most various directions (the dualistic view of the world 
held by the occasionalists, the monistic or ^pantheistic view 
of Spinoza, the pluralistic or individualistic view of Leib- 

* Even for Leibnitz the mind is a machine {automaton spmtudc)f 
and psychical action a movement of ideas. 
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nitz; similarly the antithesis between the sensationalism 
of Locke and Condillac and the rationalism of Spinoza 
and Leibnitz), but also a progressive deepening of prob¬ 
lems, mediated by party strife which puts every energy to 
the strain. What a tremendous step from the empiricism 
of Bacon to the skepticism of Hume, from the innate ideas 
of Descartes to the potential a pnori of Leibnitz! From 
the moment when the negative and positive culminations of 
the ])rc-Kantian movement in thought—Hume and Leib 
nitz—came together in one mind, the conditions of the 
Kantian reform were given, just as the preparation for the 
Socrati(^ reform had been given in the skepticism of tlie 
Sophists and the ‘ toSS principle of Anaxagoras. 

Kant, who dominates the second period of modern philo- 
.so]j)hy clown to the present time, is related to his predecessors 
ill a twofold way. In his criticism he completes the noetical 
tcnidency, and at the same time overcomes naturalism, ])y 
limiting the mechanical explanation fand with it certain 
knowledge, it is true) to phenomena and opposing moralism 
to intellectualism. Nature must be conceived from the 
standpoint of the spirit (as its product, for all conformity to 
law takes its origin in the .spirit), the spirit from the stand¬ 
point of the will. Metaphysics, as the theory of the a priori 
conditions of experience, is raised to the rank of a science, 
while the suprascnsible is removed from the region of proof 
and refutation and based upon the rock of moral will. In the 
positive side of the Kantian philosophy—the spirit the law¬ 
giver of nature, the will the essence of spirit and the key to 
true reality—w^e find its kernel, that in it which is forever 
valid. The conclusions on the absolute worth of the moral 
disposition, on the ultimate moral aim of the world, on the 
intelligible character, and on radical evil, reveal the energy 
wdth which Kant took up the mission of furnishing the life- 
forces opened up by Christianity—which the Middle Ages 
had hidden rather than conserved under the crust of 
Aristotelian conceptions entirely alien to them, and tlie 
pre-Kantian period of modern times had almpst wholly 
ignored—an entrance into philosophy, and of transforming 
and enriching the modern view of the world from this 
standpoint. Kant’s position is as opposite and superior 
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to the is])ecifically modern, to the naturalistic temper 
of the new period, as Plato stands out, a stranger and a 
])ro.phet of the future, above the level of Greek inodes of 
thought. More fortunate, however, than Plato, he found 
disciples who followed further in the direction pointed out 
by that face of the Janus-head of his philosophy which looked 
toward the future: the ethelism of Fichte and the histori- 
cisni of Hegel have their roots in Kant's doctrine of the 
practical reason. These are acquisitions which must 
never be given up, which must ever be reconquered in face 
of attack from forces hostile to spirit and to morals. In 
life, as in science, we must ever anew “ win ” ethical 
idealism “ in order to possess it.” As yet the reconcilia¬ 
tion of the historical and the scientific, the Christian and 
the modern .spirit is not effected. For the inbred naturalism 
of the modern period has not only asserted itself, amalga¬ 
mated with Kantian elements, in the realistic meta- 
])hysics and mechanical psychology of Herbart and in the 
system of vSehopenhauer, as a lateral current by the side of 
Fichte, ScheUing, and Ilegcl, but, under the influence of 
the new and powerful development of the natural sciences, 
has once more confidently risen against the traditions of 
the idealistic school, although now it is tempered by criti¬ 
cism and concedes to the ])ractical ideals at a least a refuge 
in faith. The conviction that the rule of neo-Kantianism 
is provisional does not rest merely on the mutability 
of human affairs. The widespread active study of the 
philosophy of the great Konigsberger gives ground for the 
hope that also those elements in it from which the systems 
of the idealists have proceeded as necessary consequences 
will again find attention and appreciation. The perception 
of the fact that the naturalistico-mechanical view represents 
only a part, a subordinate part, of the truth will lead to the 
further truth, that the lower can only be explained by the 
higher. We shall also learn more and more to distinguish 
between the permanent import of the position of funda¬ 
mental idealism and the particular form which the 
constructive thinkers have given it; the latter may fall before 
legitimate assaults, but the former will not be affected by 
them. The revival of the Fichteo-Hegelian ideatism by 
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means of a method which shall do justice to the demands of 
the time by a closer adherence to experience, by making 
general use of both the natural and the mental sciences, and 
by an exact and cautious mode of argument—this seems to 
us to be the task of the future. The most important of the 
post-Hegelian systems, the system of Lotze, shows that the 
scientific spirit does not resist reconciliation with idealistic 
convictions in regard to the highest questions, and the con¬ 
sideration which it on all sides enjoys, that there exists a 
strong yearning in this direction. But when a deeply 
founded need of the time becomes active, it also rouses forces 
which dedicate themselves to its service and which are 
•equal to the work. 


THE END. 
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Deutingcr, M., 600 note 
De Wette, 509 
Dewey, J., 269 note* 

Diderot, Denis, 243 note*, 251, 253- 
254 

Diels, H., 628 
Dieterich, K., 330 
Dighy, Everard, 63 
I>illman, 269 note* 

Diltlicy, W., 10 note, 328 note*, 
330, 417, 486 note; doctrine of, 
622-623 

Dippe, A., 627 
Diiring. A., 627 
Dorner, A., 627 

Doubt, the C^irtcsian, 88 seif. ; in 
Baylc, 150-152; Rousseau’s rever¬ 
ential, 265 

Drobisch, M W., 330, 532, 535-536 
Droz, 144 note 
Dniskowiiz, Helene, 601 
Du Bois-Reymonth Eb, 252 note, 
622 note* 

Diihring, E., 16, 59, 601, 610 note 
Dumont, E., 565 note 
Duncan, (h M., 269 note* 

Durdik, 181 note 

Ebbinghaiis, H., 626 
Eberhard, 1. A., 303, 414 
* Rchtermeyer, 5S9 
Eckhart, 5], 53, 473 
Eclecticism, uf tbc German Illumi- 
naiion, 294, 295, M), 302, 307 ; of 
Schlciermachcr, 476 scq .; of Cou¬ 
sin and his School, 563 
Edfeldt, R, 583 

Education, Locke on, 180; Rous¬ 
seau on, 262 
Edwards, Jonathan, 581 
Ego, the, certain knowledge of, in 
Campanella, and Descartes, 37, 
89-90; the individual, and the 
transcendental consciousness in 
Kant, 345, 350 ; Fichte’s doctrine 
of, 429 seq.^ 441 seq. ; a complex 
of representations in Bencke, 512; 
Fortlage on, 514; Herbart’s doc¬ 
trine of, 524 scq. ; the nco Kan- 
tians on the individual, and the 
transcendental consciousness, 617-^ 
618. fe* also Soul 
Ellis, 65 
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Emerson, R. W., 5S2 
Einpiricism, founded by Bacon, 64 
se<]l .; in Hobbes, 72 ; and rational¬ 
ism, 8U scq., 315 seq, ; of Locke, 
155 seq,, 173-175 ; of J. S. Mill, 
564, 566 seq, ; of Opzoomer, 585- 
586; Lidbmann on, 624-625. Sec 
also Experience, Sensationalism 
Encyclopedists, the, 2.42, 243 note*", 
251 seq. 

l-ngcl, J. ),, 216 note, 302-303 
Ennemoser, 469 
ICrasmus, Desidcrius, 30 
Erdmann, Benno, works by, 156 
note, 175 note, 300 note*, 329, 3.30, 
332 note, 587 note, 621, 626 

Erdmann, J. E., 10, 94, 127, 4/i8 ; 
works by, 15, 269, 538 note, 628 ; 
philosophy of, 589 
Erhardt, F., 330 
Eschenmayer, K. A., 447, 462 

Ethclism, in Crusius, 301 ; of Fichte, 
419, 428 seq., 434 seq. ; of vSehopen- 
liauer, 540 seq. ; in Hartmann, 
609, 611 seq. See also Panthclism. 

J£thics, Bacon on, 70-71 ; Hobbes’s 
political theory of, 75-79; Des¬ 
cartes on, 106; Geulincx on, 1:15- 
116 ; Spinoza on, 136 seq, ; Pascal 
on, 143-144 ; Malebranchc on, 147- 
148; Locke on, 170-171, 176-179 : 
English, of XVUI. century, 195- 
214 ; Hume’s empirical and me¬ 
chanical. 231 seq. ; of French sen¬ 
sationalists 248-251 ; of French 
materialists, 252-2.53, 257-259 ; of 
Rousseau, 263-264; of l..eibniiz, 
285-287 ; of Herder, 314 ; of Kant, 
383 seq.; of Fichte, 434 seq.; of 
Schleicrmacher, 485-486 ; of Hegel, 
498-499 ; of J. F. Fries, 509; of 
Beneke, 512-513 ; of Hcriiart, 518, 
533-531, 535 ; of Schopenhauer, 
543-545 ; of Comte, 561 ; of Ben- 
tham, 564, 565-566; of J. S. Mill, 
564, 568-569 ; of Spencer, 576-579 ; 
of T. H. Green, 581 ; of Lotze, 609; 
of Harmiann, 612 seq. ; recent 
German interest in, 626 
Eucken, R., works by, 9 note, 17, 
19 note, 112. note*, 113 notef, 149 
note, 471 note, 515 note, 552 notef, 


600 note, 601, 628 ; philosophy of, 
623, 624 

Everett, C. C., 424 note, 582 

Evil, Weigel on tlie origin of, 53 ; 
Bdhme on the origin of, 53-55 ; 
Spinoza’s doctrine of, 139 seq .; 
Leibnitz’s doctrine of, 289-292 ; 
Schelliiig’s theory of, 461 seq .; 
Baadcr’s theory of, 475 ; Fechner’s 
view of, f>03. See also Optimism, 
Pessimism 

Evolution, in the sense of explica¬ 
tion in Nicolas of Cusa, 25-26 ; ;md 
involution in Leibnitz, 281-282; 
cosmical, of Spencer, 564, 572 seq.; 
biological, of Darwin, 579, 621- 
622. Cj. also the systems »)f 
Schelling, Hegel, Hartmann 

Exner, F., 536 

Experience, the basis of science in 
Bacon, 66, 67 ; Kant on, 339 seq .; 
344 seq., 354 seq., 369 ; Careen on, 
580 ; Liebmann’s \ iew of, 624-625. 
See also F^npiricisin, Sensational¬ 
ism 

External World, the, reality of, in 
Descartes, 93, 97-98; knowledge 
and reality of, in Locke, 159-160, 
167468 ; Berkeley on, 214-215, 
217-218, 219; Kant on the reality 
t)f, 338-339, 346 seq.; the “mate¬ 
rial of duty in the form of sense ” 
in Fichte, 4.34-435 

F;ibcr Stapulcnsis (Lefevre of Eta- 
ples), 30 

Faith, the reformers’ view of, 51, 52 ; 
Deistic view of, 185 seq, ; Kant on, 
395 ; Kant on moral or practical, 
377, 381, 392, 39.3-394, 412 ; Paul¬ 
sen on practical, 616-617. See also 
Deism 

Faith and Reason, the relation of, in 
modern philosophy, 10-11 ; Baylc 
on, 149-152; LrKkc on, 1/5-176; 
Deistic view of, 185 seq. ; in Rous¬ 
seau, 262-265 ; Leibnitz on, 288- 
289; Lessing on, 306-308 ; Baader 
on, 473 seq. ; Schleicrmacher on, 
483. See dso Deism 

Faith Philo.sophv, the, of Hamann, 
310 ; of Herder, 310-312; of Jacobi, 
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312-314; elements of, in J. F. 
Fries, 507 seq. 

Faickenberg, R., works by, 19 note 
337 note, 598, 606 note, 623 notef, 
624 note*, 629 
Farrcr, J. A., 206 note 
Fechner, G. T., 17, 292, 609, 622, 
system of, 601-605 
Fcchner, H. A., 53 notef 

Feeler, J. G. H., 303, 414 
Feeling, the basis of knowledge in 
Pascal, 143-144 ; the central doc¬ 
trine of Rousseau, 260, 262-265 ; 
central to religion in ^ileierma- 
cher, 4S0 seq. See also The Faith 
Philosophy 

Ferguson, Adam, 213, 303 
Ferrari, Giuseppe, 351 
Ferraz, 552 note* 

Ferri, L, 552 
Ferrier, D., 580 

Perrier, J. F., 564-565 j 

Fester, R., 17 ! 

Feuerbach, L., 7, 149 note, 546; j 
philosophy of, 589, 592-595 i 

Fichte, I. H., 16, 423, 442, 515, 597, i 

598, 605 j 

Fichte, J. G., 6, 7, 9, 46, 84, 96, 220, I 
246, 265, 476, 505, 506, 537, 583, 
597, 598, 623, 632 ; and Kant, 340, 
356 note, 4'13 seq., 455 note; sys¬ 
tem of, 419-444 ; and Schelling, 
446 seq., 461 ; and Hegel, 487, 
491 ; and Herbart, 516, 535 ; and 
Lotze, 608, 609. See also Idealism, 
Jacobi, Kant 
Ficinus, 26, 27 
Filmcr, 179 

Final Causes, sec Teleology 
Fiorentino, F., 33 note, 549 note 
Fischer, E. L., 627 
Fisclier, K. Ph., 516 note, 597 
Fischer, Karl, 627 

Fischer, Kuno, works by, 13, 306 
note, 417 notef, 507 note, 628 ; on 
Spinoza, 118-119, 121 note, 127, 
128, 131 ; on Kant, 327 notef, 328 
notef ; his philosophy, 589; and 
neo-Kantianism, 615 
Fiske, John, 569 notef, 582 
Flint, R., 17, 548 note, 563 note* 
Fludd, R., 29 
FliigeJ, 532, 536 


Forberg, 421, 423 
Forge, L. de la. 111 note, 113 
Fortlagc, Karl, 389 Jiotcf, 399, 442r 
597, 615; works by, 16, 538 note; 
system of, 513-515 
Fouillee, A. 563 

Fowler, Thos., 69 note, 155 note, 
199 note 

Fox Bourne, 154 note, 156 note 
Franchi, A., 551 
Franck, A. 39 note*, 552 note* 
Franck, Sebastian, 52 
Francke, 296 
Frantz, K., 466 note 
Fraser, A. C., 155 note, 214 
Frauenstiidt, J., 446 notef, 538, 
546 

Frcdcrichs, F., 330 
Frederick the Great, 251, 296 
Freedom of the Will, Hobbes’s 
denial of, 75; Descartes’s unlimit¬ 
ed alTirmation of, 106-107; denied 
by Spinoza, 131, 133; Locke on, 
I7(?-177; allirmcd by Berkeley, 
219; denied by Hume, 232; in 
Rousseau, 263; Leibnitz on, 285- 
2S6; Herder on, 313-314; Kant on, 
375, 377, 391-392; Fichte on, 420, 
427, 436-437; Schelling on, 461 
seq.f Herbart on, 525, 5.50; Scho 
penhaucr on, 539, 544, 545; J. S. 
Mill on, 5()8. See also Character, 
the Intelligible; Determinism 
Frege, G., 621 notef 
Freudcntlial, J., 10 note, 63, 118 

Fries, A. de, 155 note 

Fries, J. F., and Kant, 340; an op¬ 
ponent of constructive idealism, 
505; his system, 506-509; and 
Herbart, 525 
Froschammer, 601 
Fullerton, G. S., 117 notef 

Gal)Ier, 588 
Gale, 156 note 

Galileo (Galileo Galilei), 32, 57, 72, 
80, 175, 182; his work as a founda¬ 
tion for modern physics, 56; his 
system, 58-60 
Galluppi, P., 550 
Galton, Francis, 580 
Garve, C., 303, 331 
Gassendi, P., 29, 57, 60-61, 72, 87 
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Gauss, 621 
Gay, 183 
Geijer, E. G., 583 
Geii, 156 note 
Genovesi, A., 549 
Gentilis, Albcricus, 42, 43 
George, L., 486 
George of Trebizond, 27 
Georgius Scholarius (Gennadius), 
27 note 
Gerdil, S., 548 
Gerhardt, 269 
Gerson, 39 
Gersonides, 118 

Geulincx, Arnold, 110, 111-116, 

143, 218 
Gichtel, 53 

Gierke, O., 25 notef, 39 note*, 623 
Gilbert, William, 64 
Gioberti, V., 550, 551 
Gioja, M., 550 

Gizyeki, G. von, 199 note, 231 note, 
582 

Glanvil, 224 note 
Glisson, Francis, 270 note 
Glogau, G., 88 note, 623 

God, doctrine of, in Nicolas of Cusa, 
20-24; in Taurcllus, 51-32; in 
Bruno, 35, 36; Campanclla’s argu¬ 
ment for the existence of, 37; 
Weigel’s doctrine of, 52-53; Boh- 
me’s doctrine of, 53, 54, 55; Des¬ 
cartes’s arguments for the existence 
of, 92-94; Spinoza’s doctrine of, 
123 seq.\ Malcbranche’s view of, 
146 seq,\ Locke’s doctrine of, 156, 
163, 168-169; Berkeley ascribes 
ideas of sense-world to, 217 seq.\ 
Hume’s doctrine of, 229-231; Vol¬ 
taire’s doctrine of, 245; Holbach’s 
discussion of, 255 seq,; Leibnitz’s 
doctrine of, 273, 276-277, 287 seqA 
Reimarus’s doctrine of, 304; Les¬ 
sing’s doctrine of, 305-306; Her¬ 
der’s doctrine of, 311; Jacobi’s 
doctrine of, 313-314; Kant on the 
arguments for the existence of, 
325, 378 seq,, 393-394, 412; 

Fichte’s doctrine of, 419, 421-422, 
441 seq.\ Schclling’s doctrine of, 
462 seq,^ 466-467; F. Krause’s doc- 
trine of, 471-472; Baader’s doc¬ 
trine of, 47M75; ScWdcrmachcr’s 
41 


doctrine of, 478 5eq.\ Bcnckc’s 
doctrine of, 513; Herbart’s doc¬ 
trine of, 531-532; Bdslrom’s doc¬ 
trine of, 583-584; the doctrine of, 
in Hegel’s School, 588 seq.\ 
Strauss’s doctrine of, 590-592; 
Feuerbach’s doctrine of, 594-595; 
the doctrine of, in the Theistic 
School, 596-597; Fechner on the 
relation of God and the world, 
602-603; Lotze’s doctrine of, 607, 
608; Hartmann’s doctrine of, 613- 
614. See also Cosmological Argu¬ 
ment, Deism, Ontological Argu¬ 
ment, Religion, Teleological 
Argument, Theology 
(idhring, C., 618 notet 
Goliher, L. von, 610 note 
Gbschel, 588 

Goethe, 28, 265, 413, 414, 537 
Gottsched, 300 
Gracian, B., 301, 538 
Grazia, V. dc, 550 

Green, T. H., works by, 155 note, 
332, 566 note, 569 notef; doctrine 
of, 564, 580-581 
Grimm, E., 17, 88 note, 114 
Grimm, F. M., Baron von, 255 
Groos, K., 466 note, 627 
Grot, N, von, 586 
Grote, John, 569 note* 

Grotius, Hugo, 40, 42, 44-45, 46, 47 
notef, 184 
Grubbe, S., 583 
Gruber, H., 562 note* 

Griin, K., 593 note 
Guhrauer, 269 note 
Giinthcr, A., 600 
Gucbcrlct, C., 600 note 
Guthrie, M., 569 notef 
Guttler, C., 469 note* 

Guyau, J, M., 563, 564 note 
Gwinner, W., 538 note 

Haeckel, £., 621 noteti 622 
Haeghcn, V. van dcr, 112 notef 
Hagemann, 600 note 
Hall, G. S., 582 
Hallicr, 509 
Hainann, J. G., 310 
Hamann, O., note* 

Hasiberger, 53 notef, 473 note 
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Hamilton, Sir William, 563, 564, • 
570, 571, 579 
Harless, A. von, 53 notef 

liarinoiiy, J^cibnitz’s pre-established, 
274-276; Wolff’s development t)f 
Leibnitz’s, pre-establislicd, 297 
Harms, R, 16, 424 note, 442, 597 
Harris, W. T., 488 note, 582 
Harrison, Frederic, 562 
Hartenstein, G., 283 note, 329, 516 
Hartley, David, 181, 183-184 
Hartmann, E. von, 17, 5S7, 624; 
works by, 17, 330, 466 note, 48S 
note, 6(XJ note*, 627; system of, 
609-614 
Harvey, 101 
Hase, K. A., 421 note 
Hassbach, 207 note 
Hausegger, F. von, 5-16 
Hausrath, 590 notef 
Havet, 144 note 

Haym, R., 310 note, 431 note, 488 
note, 542 

Hazard, R. G., 581 
Heath, 65 

Heblcr, C., 330, 566 note 
Hecreboord, 118 

Hegel, G. W. R, 3, 5, 7, 84,127, 284, 
291, 305, 356 note, 398, 433, 455 
note, 482; and Scbelling, 445, 
446, 457, 468 ; system of, 487-504; 
opponents of, 505 seq , 536, 600, 
615; influence and followers of, 
515, 546, 562, 564, 580, 582, 587 
scq., 609, 623, 624, 632-633. See 
also J. G. Fichte, Kant, Schelling 
Hegelians, the Oli 588, 589; the 
Young, 588, 589. Sec also Semi- 
Hegelians 
Hegler, A., 330 
Heiland, K., 33 note 
Heinze, M., 15, 88 note, 303, 615 
notef, 628 

Helmholtz, H., 604 note*, 615, 621, 
622 note* 

Helmont, F. M. van, 29, 269 notef 
Hclmont, J. B. van, 29, 33 note 
Helvetius, C. A., 242, 250-251, 254, 
255 

Hemming, 47 
Hemsterhuis, F., 585 
Hcrbart, J. R, 7, 510, 511, 512, 538 
note, 624, 632,; system of, 505, 


506, 507, 516-535. See also J. G. 
Fichte 

Herbert, Lord, of Cherbury, 45, 79- 

80, 156 note, 187 

Herder, J. G., 47, 260, 309, .314, 328, 
484; system of, 3110-312; Schelling 
and, 447, 4^9, 450, 461 
Hcring, 604 note* 

Hermann, C., 627 
Hermann, W., 628 

Hermes, G., 509 
Herz, M., 327 
Heusde, P. W., van, 585 
Hcussler, H., 65 note*, 121 note, 
62,8 

Hcydcr, Karl, 424 note, 446 note, 
597 

Hinneberg, 627 
Hinrichs, 589 
Hirnhayrn, 293 

History, Machiavclli on, 42; Her¬ 
der’s philosophy of, 311; Kant’s 
view of, 399; Fichte’s viow of, 
440-441; Schclling’s view of, 456, 
462, 464, 466-467; R Krause’s phi¬ 
losophy of, 472; Hegel’s philoso¬ 
phy of, 499-5(M; Vico’s plulosophy 
of, 548-549 

History of Philosophy, the, impor¬ 
tance of, 1-4; method in, 4-6; 
Hegel’s view of, 503-504; recent 
development of, 582, 625, 626 
Hobbes, Thomas, 14, 39, 40, 57, 62, 
88, 182, 184, 195, 204, 241; his 
system, 71-79; and Descartes, 80, 

81, 87; and Spinoza, 134, 141; 
and Locke, 175; and Hume, 235; 
and Pufendorf, 293 

Hoffding, H., 563 notej, 583 note, 
584, 585, 622 

Hoffmann, Franz, 424 note, 473 
Hoijer, B., 583 

Holbach, Baron von, 184, 242, 254- 
258 

Holder, A., 330 
Holderlin, 445 

Home, Henry, (Lord Karnes,) 239- 
240 

Horvdth, C., 586 
Horwicz, A., 622, 626 
Hotho, 589 

Huber, J., 597, 610 note 
Huber, U., 40 note* 
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Hutt(ius^, V. D., 51, 149 
Hufeland, 414 

Hiiine, David, 81, 94, IS!, 194, 207, 
241, 312, 580, 618, 629, 63-1; sys 
tcm i)f, 220-236; and Scottisli 
School, 237 scq.; and Kant, 323, 
332 note, 357, 416. Sec also Kcr- 
kclcy, Locke 
Hunt, J., 184 notef 
Husserl, E. Ci., 621. notef 
Hutcheson, Francis, 204-206, 237 
Huxley, T. H., 221 notef, 621 
note* 

Ibbor, 189 

Idealism, phenomenal or individual 
of Berkeley, 214-220; in Leibnitz, 
270, 281: critical or transcenden¬ 
tal, of Kant, 338 seq,, 345, 368, 
419, 424 scq.; post Kantian, o( 
Beck, 417; subjective, of Fichte, 
419, 424 scq.; objective, of Schell 
in^j, 44S seq.; absolute or logical, 
of Hegel, 489 seq.; the opposition 
to constructive, 505 seq.; in Scho 
penhauer, 538 seq.; German, in 
Great Britain, 5SO-5SI; of Green, 
580-581: in America, 58'l-582: 
ethical or teleological, of Lotze, 
606 seq.; idealistic reaction in (5er- 
niany against the scientific spirit, 
622 scq.; Falckcnberg on (ethical) 
idealism and the future, 632-()33 
Ideas, innate, in Descartes, Locke, 
Leibnitz, the rationalists and the 
empiricists, 92, 15^-157, 283-285, 
315; origin of, in Descartes, Locke, 
Berkeley, Hume, the rationalists 
and empiricists, and Herbart, 92, 
\57 scq., 317-219, 222, 315 526 

scq., impressions and, in Hume, 
222; unconscious ideas or repre¬ 
sentations in Leibnitz, 271 seq., 
283 seq., 285; Ideas of reason in 
Kant, .371 seq., 381-3S3, 391 seq.\ 
the logical Idea the subject of the 
world-process in Hegel, 489 seq. 
Identity, Locke on, 1^, 169; Spino 
zism a system of 127 scq.; Schcll- 
ing’s philosophy or system of, 447, 
456 seq.; the philosophy of, among 
Schclling’s followers, 470-472: 
Hegers doctrine a system of, 490 


seq.; Fortlage's system of, 515; 
philosophy of, in Schopenhauer, 
540 

Immortality. Huinc on, 227 ; Vol¬ 
taire on, 245; Rousseau on, 263; 
Leibnitz on, 271, 282 ; Kant on, 
374, 393; Schlcicrmacher on, 480; 
Beneke on, 512; Herbart on, 525: 
Hegel’s followers on, 5K8; Straus.s 
on, 591; P'echner on, 603 
hnperative, the Categorical, in Kant, 
384 .<:eq.; in Fichte, 426, 428, 4.36: 
in Beneke, 513 

Induction, Kepler on, 57 ; Galileo on, 
59; used before Bacon, 64; Bacon’s 
theory of, 66-70 ; in Hobbes, 73 ; 
J. S. Mill’s rlicorv of, 564, 566- 
568. 

Irwing, Von, 303 

Jacobi, F. H., 117, 237, 302 notef, 
305, 416, 446, 487, 628; sy.stem of, 
226 note, 310, 312-314; and Fichte, 
425, 429, 437 note; and the anti- 
idealists, 505, 507, 510 
Jacobson, J., 330 
jilger, G.. 621 notet 
james, William, 5S2, f)05 note 
Janet, Paul, 552 note*, 563 
jansenists, 143 
Jastrow, J., 605 note 
Jesuits, 47 

Jevons, W. S., 566 note, 579 
Jhcring, R. von, 625 
Jodi, F., 16, 221 note, 446 note|, 
582 

To3l, M., 118 
Jouffroy, T., 562 

Judgment, Descartes on, 106-107; 
rationalists and empiricists both 
mistake nature of, 319-320; Kant 
on synthetic judgments a priori, 
333 seq., 339; the categories and, 
in Kant, 355 seq.; judgments of 
perception and of experience in 
Kant, 359; Kant on aesthetic and 
teleological, 400 scq. 

Jungius, 293 

Kaatz, H., 547 notef 
Kaftan, J., 628 

Kaltcniborn, C. von, 47 notej 
Kant, L, 84, 85, 94, 114, 116, 235, 
265, 285, 303, 482; position in 
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modern philosophy, 6, 7, 632-633; 
and Locke, 160, 174; and the Illu¬ 
mination, 309-310; system of, 315- 
414; the development to Fichte, 414 
-418; and Fichte, 419-444 passim; 
and Schelling, 446-455 passim; and 
Hegel, 538-539; his influence, fol¬ 
lowers, and opponents, 312, 313, 
476, 505-535 passim, 563, 564, 580, 
582, 608, 610, 614 seq. See also 
Berkeley, Critique of Reason, J. 
G. Fichte, Hume, Leibnitz, Locke, 
Schopenhauer, Wolff 
Kayserling, 302 note+ 

Kedney, f. S., 488 note 
Kent, G., 584 

Kepler, f., 32, 35, 56, 72, 1S2, 293, 
487; philosophy of, 57-58 
Kielmeyer, 447, 451 
Kierkegaard, S., 585 
Kieser, 468 

King, Lord, 154 note 
Kirchmann, J. H. von, 601 
Kirchner, 17 
Klein, G. M., 468 
Knauer, V., 16, 600 
Knight, W,, 221 notef 
Knoodt, P. 600 

Knowledge, theory of, in modern 
thought, 10-11, 630 seq,; doctrine 
of, in Nicolas of Cusa, 20-22; de¬ 
clared deceptive by Montaigne, 
48-49; madiemarical basis of, in 
Kepler and Galileo, 58, 60; in 
Bacon, 66-68; in Hobbes, 73-75: 
in Hcrbart, 79; the nvo views of, 
80 seq,, 315 seq,; Geulincx on, 
114-115; Descartes on, 128 seq,; 
Spinoza on, 131 seq,; Malebranchc 
on (“we see all things in God”), 
145 seq.; Locke’s doctrine of, 155- 
176; Berkeley on, 214 seq.; Hume’s 
skeptical doctrine of, 221 seq.; 
Scottish doctrine of, 237-239; sen- 
sationalisric doctrine of, in France, 
245-251; Leibnitz’s theory of, 282,- 
285; Kant on, 321 seq,, 333 seq.<, 
341-383; Fichte’s Science of, 424 
seq,; Schelling’s philosophy of, 
448, 454 seq,, 459-460; Baad^ on, 
473-474; Schleiermacher’s doctrine 
of, 477 seq,; Hegel on Philosophi¬ 
cal, 492 seq.; J. F. Fries’s doctrine 


of, 507 seq.; Bencke on specula¬ 
tive, 510; Schopenhauer’s doctrine 
of, 538 seq.; Comte’s doctrine of, 
553 seq.; Sir Win. Hamilton’s doc¬ 
trine of, 564; J. S. Mill’s doctrine 
of, 566 seq.; Spencer’s doctrine of, 
569 seq.; T. H. Green’s doctrine 
of, 580; Feuerbach’s doctrine of, 
593-594; Lotze’s doctrine of, 608- 
609; Hartmann’s doctrine of, 6H) 
seq.; the neo-Kantians on, 615- 
618; the German positivists on, 
618 seq.; influence of recent science 
on the theory of, 615, 620, 622; 
Liehmann’s doctrine of, 615, 624- 
625. See also Agnosticism, Cri¬ 
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